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PREFACE 


In 1968 G. E. L. Owen noted that the Topics was selected as the 
subject of the third Symposium Aristotelicum because it was ‘a 
work rich in debatable material but relatively poor in commentar- 
ies’. Since that time, scholarly debate about Aristotle’s conception 
of dialectic and its relationship to his views on philosophical 
method has become if anything more intense. However, despite 
much excellent interpretative work, Brunschwig’s Budé edition 
remains the only commentary in any modern language, and as of 
this writing even that is still limited to Books I-IV. A new English 
translation and commentary are very much needed. The present 
volume scarcely supplies that need, but I hope that it may serve as 
a stopgap in the interim. 

A number of scholars and scholarly audiences have endured my 
translations and interpretations of one passage or another and 
kindly ameliorated my errors; I am particularly grateful to Robert 
Bolton and Charles M. Young. The Editors of the Clarendon Aris- 
totle Series, John Ackrill and Lindsay Judson, were a constant 
source of help and good advice. I am especially indebted to Profes- 
sor Ackrill, who provided me with an endless stream of corrections 
and suggestions: whatever I may have got right in this book should 
probably be laid to his credit. Finally, I should like to acknowledge 
the support of a sabbatical leave from Kansas State University, 
during which much of the commentary was written. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Topics is Aristotle’s treatise on dialectical argument, that is, 
argumentation in which two adversaries oppose one another. As 
such, it has had a long and influential history. Aristotle certainly did 
not invent adversarial arguments—that practice is perhaps as old as 
human language—nor did he originate the more narrowly defined 
types of debates presupposed by much of the Topics, especially 
Book VIII. However, he was, as he tells us himself, the first to offer 
a dialectical method: a systematic art enabling its possessor to 
construct the most effective possible argument to a given conclu- 
sion from the materials available. As a consequence of developing 
this theory, he initiated the study of logical consequence, that is, 
logic. Aristotle was, in fact, the founder of formal logic; and though 
the Topics lacks the theoretical sophistication of his austere mas- 
terpiece in this field, the Prior Analytics, it offers us many impor- 
tant insights into his conception of logic. But the Topics can also be 
read for other purposes. It is the richest source among Aristotle’s 
works for evidence about his conception of a definition and the 
related notions of genus, unique property, differentia, and acci- 
dent: the so-called predicables. This complex of five notions was a 
part of Aristotle’s inheritance from Plato and the Academy, but he 
subjected it to important modifications and introduced some char- 
acteristic doctrines of his own (most notably the doctrine of the 
categories). We find it reflected throughout his works, and in one 
form or other it became a commonplace of the ancient philosophi- 
cal tradition; as codified in a short introductory treatise by Por- 
phyry, usually known by the title Quinque Voces, or ‘Five Terms’, 
it became part of the basic equipment of every medieval philoso- 
pher. Finally, the Topics may be studied for insight into Aristotle’s 
conception of the method of philosophical inquiry itself. Even 
though the treatise disavows any pretensions to scientific precision, 
there are strong echoes of its procedures in Aristotle’s own scien- 
tific works, especially his way of working towards his own position 
by starting with a critical survey of the opinions of his predecessors. 
Some scholars have gone so far as to maintain that for Aristotle, 
the conception of philosophical method was fundamentally dialec- 
tical; even if we resist this conclusion, it is beyond dispute that an 
understanding of Aristotle’s concept of dialectic sheds light on 
much that we find in his other works. 
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What, then, is this dialectical method, and what is its purpose? 
Here, we must confront a major problem of interpretation. In the 
last century or two, ‘dialectic’ has become a word of notoriously 
pliable meaning: saying that the Topics is about dialectic is not very 
helpful until we know what Aristotelian dialectic was. Seeking en- 
lightenment on this point, modern readers like ourselves naturally 
turn to the Topics. In so doing, we are putting his treatise to a 
different use from the one he intended. Aristotle takes it for 
granted that his audience already knows what dialectical argument 
is; he was not concerned to explain its nature to people—for 
instance, barbarians of a later age like ourselves—for whom that 
very point is obscure. A cautionary tale can be drawn from the 
history of interpretation of the Poetics. Aristotle defines tragedy 
as ‘the imitation of an action that is serious and also, as having 
magnitude, complete in itself; in language with pleasurable acces- 
sories, each kind brought in separately in the parts of the work; in 
a dramatic, not a narrative form; with incidents arousing pity and 
fear, wherewith to accomplish its catharsis of such emotions’ 
(1449°24-8). As an insightful account of the nature and workings of 
a certain kind of ancient Greek drama, this may be highly effective. 
However, it is intended for an audience that already knows what a 
tragedy is—that is, people who have actually seen tragic perform- 
ances. It would therefore do little to enlighten a reader who did not 
know that a tragedy is a kind of play—or, worse, who had no idea 
that there were such things as plays. This was precisely the situation 
of Averroes and other medieval Islamic commentators on Aristo- 
tle. Averroes knew and studied the Poetics, but since dramatic 
presentations formed no part of his own culture it never occurred 
to him that a tragedy involved actors portraying actions in a story 
before an audience. Therefore, he took Aristotle to be talking 
about eulogies: poems in praise of famous men. What Averroes 
needed was a type of low-level explanation Aristotle had no reason 
to provide. 

We are in much the same situation when it comes to the Topics. 
Time and again, we find Aristotle taking it for granted that his 
audience understands various technical terms or special practices 
associated with dialectical argument. He has no reason to offer an 
account of what dialectical argument is that will be proof against 
misunderstanding by us. To understand the practice for which Ar- 
istotle is trying to provide an art, we must first try to determine 
what he has left unsaid. 
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Dialectical Art and Dialectical Practice 


To begin at the lowest possible level, the activity with which dialec- 
tic is concerned, dialectical practice, is argumentative: it is an activ- 
ity in which premisses are advanced and conclusions are drawn 
from them. We can therefore speak of any dialectical exchange as 
a dialectical argument, and as an argument it will have a conclusion. 
The point of any argument is to obtain premisses and infer a 
conclusion from them. Of course, there are many contexts in which 
conclusions are drawn (forensic speeches and mathematical proofs, 
for two examples). What differentiates dialectical arguments from 
other arguments is that they take place by question and answer. The 
person who constructs a dialectical argument does so by asking 
questions of another person and building an argument out of 
the responses: the responses serve as premisses from which the 
questioner draws a conclusion. In its form, then, a dialectical 
argument differs from other kinds of argument in that its premisses 
are put forward as questions. But this form also entails further 
characteristics, since the questioner can only use as a premiss that 
which the answerer has conceded. We can better appreciate these 
differences, and their implications for Aristotle’s dialectical 
method, if we survey briefly some of the types of dialectical argu- 
ment historically important in ancient Greece up to the time of 
Aristotle. 

One obvious example of an argumentative practice that fits the 
above description is Socrates’ peculiar style of interrogating peo- 
ple. Socrates asked those he encountered for their opinions on 
some subject and then undertook to deduce something contradic- 
tory, or at least unacceptable to his respondent, from them. As 
Plato represents him, Socrates insists over and over that he is 
advancing no opinions himself, only eliciting opinions: it is the 
answerers who provide the premisses for his arguments. He saw 
himself as purging people of the false conceit of wisdom by these 
refutations, showing them that they cannot maintain all the beliefs 
they profess because those beliefs are inconsistent. If this is to be 
effective, then the answers Socrates elicits must indeed reflect the 
opinions of his respondents, and the conclusions he deduces must 
genuinely follow from them. Socratic dialectic may thus be distin- 
guished from a kind of no-holds-barred verbal combat in which 
deliberately misleading questions are asked and conclusions de- 
duced using deliberately fallacious arguments: such ‘contentious’ 
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or ‘eristic’ argument, portrayed by Plato in the Euthydemus, re- 
veals nothing about the answerer’s state of knowledge. 

Another example, though one we know less about, is the style of 
argument used by Zeno in support of Parmenides’ denial of mo- 
tion. As Plato tells it, Zeno defended Parmenides by attacking his 
attackers on the basis of their own opinions, arguing that anyone 
who asserts there is motion is thereby committed to impossible 
consequences. Zeno evidently presented his arguments in a written 
treatise, not (or not only) as a series of questions directed at 
Parmenides’ opponents. Nevertheless, there is a notional kinship 
with Socratic dialectic as just described, since Zeno argues from 
what he takes to be his adversaries’ opinions. If this is to be an 
effective defence, then the absurd consequences he deduces must 
actually follow from those opinions. 

Plato’s original inspiration in philosophy was Socratic dialectic. 
As his conception of philosophy matured and developed, his con- 
cept of dialectic changed in ways sometimes difficult to follow: it 
often comes to mean something like ‘the method of philosophical 
investigation’—whatever Plato happens to think that method is at 
the time. However, dialectic retains its association with argumenta- 
tion, and probably even with argumentation directed at another 
person’s opinions (see, for instance, the remarks about the risks 
attached to the education of philosophers in dialectic in Rep. VII, 
537-9). It appears clear that Plato encouraged some type of argu- 
mentative exercises in his Academy in which participants under- 
took to refute one another’s positions. The most important source 
of information about this activity is in fact Aristotle’s Topics, espe- 
cially Book VIII, which presupposes a type of exchange governed 
by many rules, probably with judges of some kind to oversee indi- 
vidual contests and evaluate them. 

I shall return to the details of these latter exchanges below. For 
the present, what is important is that all these kinds of dialectical 
argument involve a questioner who secures premisses from an 
answerer and then uses them to deduce—or at least try to deduce— 
some conclusion which actually follows from them. This is the 
fundamental purpose of dialectical argument. To show another 
that his expressed opinions lead to an absurdity, or at least to a 
proposition he rejects, is to show him something important about 
his views. But even if an answerer were only pretending to give 
sincere answers, the dialectical exercise could show that a certain 
set of opinions, if held by anyone, would be inconsistent. An exami- 
nation of this sort of the opinions held by other thinkers, or people 
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in general, would be a plausible first stage in a philosophical 
inquiry. As a variant of this, an answerer could undertake to 
impersonate some well-known sage and answer appropriately; 
the questioner’s arguments then are an examination of that 
sage’s philosophical position. By these and similar measures, 
dialectical argument becomes a general exploration of the conse- 
quences of a set of views, with special emphasis on the detection of 
inconsistencies. 

Carrying out such an exploration in a live exchange between 
questioner and answerer would have some advantages—for in- 
stance, two competitors could do a better job of presenting both 
sides of a case than one—but a skilled practitioner could dispense 
with the need for a partner and explore the consequences of a set 
of views alone. This recalls Aristotle’s own practice of beginning 
his treatments of scientific subjects by first reviewing the ‘puzzles,’ 
i.e. the inconsistent conclusions which can be deduced from the 
received opinions on any subject. 

Or we might imagine a development in another direction. Argu- 
ment persuades by building on what is already accepted: if I wish to 
convince you of something, I may do so by deducing it from other 
propositions which you already accept. A dialectical argument, 
relying on your opinions, is therefore an effective vehicle with 
which I might persuade you. This holds even if the actual form of 
presentation is changed. An orator delivering a speech to an audi- 
ence does not ask questions, but a successful orator will argue from 
premisses which the audience would accept if put to them as ques- 
tions. Thus, dialectical skill is an essential component in rhetorical 
skill. Aristotle takes exactly this position in the Rhetoric, describing 
rhetoric as a kind of grafting together of dialectic and the study of 
types of character (Rhet. I. 1-2, esp. 1356%25~7). 

Although dialectical argument is argument by question and 
answer, not every argument proceeding by question and answer 
is dialectical. Dialectic has a disreputable cousin: ‘contentious’ 
(eristikos) or ‘sophistical’ (sophistikos) arguments. Though these 
resemble dialectical arguments in being presented by a questioner 
to an answerer, those who present them are not concerned either 
with whether their conclusions actually follow from their premisses 
or with whether their answerers really accept their premisses. They 
are instead a kind of fraud—in fact, they are precisely counterfeit 
dialectical arguments, that is, arguments by question and answer, 
resting on premisses apparently accepted by the answerer, and 
apparently deducing some conclusion which follows from these. 
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(For more on just how a premiss can be apparently but not actually 
accepted, see the Commentary on I. 1, 100°26—10171.) 
Contentious argument is of no value for the genuine examination 
of the consequences of beliefs, since it does not care whether the 
premisses it extracts really are anyone’s beliefs and it does not care 
whether the conclusions it draws actually follow. It is, instead, a 
kind of argumentative ‘dirty fighting’ (adikomachia), as Aristotle 
says in SE 11 (Excerpt C). Nevertheless, a study of the devices on 
which it rests is a useful part of the study of argument, at least as a 
defence against those very devices. Aristotle provides just such a 
study in On Sophistical Refutations, an addendum to the Topics. 


Dialectical Arguments, Demonstrations, and 
Philosophical Method 


If dialectic is contrasted on one side with its counterfeit, conten- 
tious argument, it is distinguished on the other from proof or 
demonstration. Aristotle defines a demonstration (apodeixis) as a 
‘scientific argument’, that is, an argument which explains and 
proves its conclusion. For Aristotle, the best examples of demon- 
strations are mathematical proofs. Such a proof differs formally 
from a dialectical argument in that its premisses are not offered 
as questions but rather ‘taken’ or ‘supposed’ by the demonstrator. 
The reason is simple enough: the questioner in a dialectical argu- 
ment must reason from whatever premisses the answerer accepts, 
whereas proofs must rest only on true premisses. Thus, the opin- 
ions—or indeed the presence—of an answerer are irrelevant. 
Generally, Aristotle thinks of demonstrative arguments as fitting 
together into organized systems of proofs, in the style now familiar 
to us from Greek mathematical works such as Euclid’s Elements 
(there is good evidence that some such works were in existence as 
early as Aristotle’s years in Plato’s Academy). 

Aristotle’s principal discussion of demonstrations is contained in 
the Posterior Analytics (a treatise noted for its obscurity), and this 
present Introduction is not the place for any serious treatment of 
his views on the subject. A few remarks are in order, however, 
about the purpose of Aristotelian demonstrations, since this has 
long been a subject of debate for interpreters. One view, now not 
widely accepted, is that a demonstration is a vehicle of scientific 
inquiry or discovery: we discover new truths by deducing them 
from antecedently known first principles. Such a conception may 
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have some plausibility in mathematics, though even this is limited, 
but it appears totally inadequate as an account of the procedures of 
any empirical science; given Aristotle’s own strong emphasis on the 
importance of observation, this is unlikely to be his conception of 
demonstration. Another view, advocated in recent years by Barnes 
and others, is that demonstrations are vehicles for teaching bodies 
of knowledge already established. In my view, this is only part of 
the truth. Aristotle holds that a demonstration is in effect the 
embodiment of scientific knowledge of its conclusion: if a proposi- 
tion is demonstrable, then to know it scientifically just is to possess 
or grasp its demonstration. Therefore, a demonstration is not 
merely a device with which a learner can be imparted knowledge, 
it also represents the form that knowledge itself takes in anyone 
who possesses it. It follows that scientific inquiry itself must aim at 
the discovery of demonstrations. Therefore, demonstrations are 
after all essential to scientific inquiry, but as its end and not its 
means. For the inquirer, scientific knowledge of a proposition has 
not been attained until its demonstration has been discovered and 
grasped. For the student, the demonstration is not mere scaffolding 
or machinery serving only to bring about conviction with respect to 
its conclusion; instead, the learner’s goal is to grasp the demonstra- 
tion as a demonstration, coming to see its premisses as the causes 
and explanation of its conclusion. Acquiring scientific wisdom, for 
Aristotle, is as much a matter of conversion as it is a matter of 
accumulating new information. 

A demonstration, for Aristotle, is an argument with a certain 
epistemic structure: it makes its conclusion known by deducing it 
from premisses which are known. From this, he argues that demon- 
strative knowledge is possible only if there are some starting-points 
which are known, but not known as a result of being demonstrated. 
Since Aristotle does think that demonstrative knowledge is possi- 
ble, he must also hold that there is some alternative route to the 
knowledge of the principles or starting-points. Unfortunately, it is 
far from clear just what he thought this route was. An. Post. Il. 19, 
his official statement on the subject, is notoriously difficult to inter- 
pret. It has been read as claiming that the starting-points are in- 
tuitively self-evident, but this then conflicts with the empiricist 
sympathies much in evidence in Aristotle’s other works. Other 
scholars instead find an empirical account in the Posterior Analytics 
and suppose that the knowledge of the first principles simply arises 
from experience through generalization. But it is difficult to recon- 
cile this with Aristotle’s claim that the principles must be better 
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known than what follows from them, especially given his repeated 
insistence that what we perceive through our senses is known to a 
lesser degree than the principles and conclusions of demonstrative 
sciences. 

Some have proposed that Aristotle appealed to dialectic to solve 
this problem. There are several passages (including a crucial text in 
Top. 1. 2) which say that dialectical argument, or the art of dialectic, 
is useful in some way in connection with the first principles on 
which sciences rest. Perhaps, then, Aristotle supposes that dialecti- 
cal argument establishes these first principles. Such an interpreta- 
tion is advanced by Irwin (1988), who argues that a modified 
variety of dialectic (‘strong dialectic’) was Aristotle’s mature con- 
cept of the basic method of philosophy. In my opinion, it is difficult 
to reconcile such views with Aristotle’s frequent assertions that 
dialectical argument cannot establish anything at all. Instead, I see 
dialectical argument as making more limited, though important, 
contributions to the acquisition of knowledge of scientific princi- 
ples through its ability to reveal the contradictions implied by a 
collection of propositions. What makes this important is that, in 
Aristotle’s view, we begin in a state of considerable ignorance: we 
do not understand the natures and causes of things. More seriously, 
we are not aware of this ignorance. We are inclined to take what 
our senses present to us, and what we have acquired from our 
upbringing and our society, as the obvious truth about the world. 
Therefore, we have no inclination even to pursue a better account 
of things. Like Socrates, Aristotle thinks that the first step in ac- 
quiring philosophical wisdom is the realization that our received 
wisdom is flawed, that there are puzzles and problems implicit in 
what we took to be most familiar and obvious. Philosophy begins 
with this puzzlement and is our natural response to this discovery 
of our ignorance, for we all have a natural desire for knowledge. 
But the source of puzzlement is just the discovery that we hold 
views which are inconsistent: and dialectical argument is the tool 
that reveals these inconsistencies to us. Thus the Aristotelian prac- 
tice of ‘working through the puzzles’, exploring the inconsistencies 
among the received opinions about a subject, is a direct descendant 
of Socratic refutation. 

Dialectical argument is, then, the first mover of philosophical 
inquiry because it removes us from our intellectual complacency 
and shows us that there are problems to be solved. Moreover, in 
revealing just what the puzzles are that must be solved, it sets the 
agenda for philosophical inquiry and gives a necessary condition 
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for the adequacy of a theory. Occasionally, Aristotle does appear 
to say that it also provides a sufficient condition. At least in the 
sphere of ethics, he says that any theoretical account which 
can solve all the puzzles and nevertheless retain the largest 
possible number of our received views is sufficient (EN VII. 1, 
1145°2-7). This suggests a relatively conservative methodology for 
philosophical inquiry: revise whatever beliefs you have so as to 
eliminate inconsistencies with the minimum disturbance of other 
beliefs. 

But elsewhere—for instance Met. A 1-2—Aristotle contem- 
plates more radical revisions. He tells us that the ultimate truth 
about things is far removed from common life and that the first 
principles on which correct theories rest are incomprehensible or 
repugnant to the ignorant—that is, to ourselves, in our untutored 
state. Acquiring philosophical wisdom requires a kind of epistemic 
conversion so that we come to see those first principles as familiar 
and obvious, rather than strange and absurd, and as the explana- 
tions of the ordinary matters of fact we formerly took to be most 
obvious and least in need of explanation. Conservative adjustments 
of the fabric of belief to achieve reflective equilibrium with 
minimum distortion are not likely to bring about this kind of 
conversion. 

There is a role for dialectical argument to play in such a conver- 
sion. As in ethics, says Aristotle, so in philosophy our education 
requires habituation to a new set of feelings. To be virtuous, for 
Aristotle, is not merely to know the principles of right action and 
act on them, but also to find enjoyment in right action: those who 
act rightly but against a contrary inclination are ‘continent’, not 
truly good. Likewise, to be wise with theoretical wisdom is not 
simply to assent to the first principles and work through demonstra- 
tions of other truths from them, but also to find those first princi- 
ples most obvious and most fundamental. As in the moral case, we 
come to have the right attitude towards the principles through a 
process of habituation. (See Burnyeat (1980) and Kosman (1973) 
for discussion of these views.) Dialectical argument may be crucial 
in this process. If we have worked through the puzzles and contra- 
dictions surrounding a subject many times, then the hold of the 
familiar and received views on our intellect is shaken, and we cease 
to feel that they are obvious (compare Met. A 1-2, GC I. 2, 316°5- 
10). When we have discovered the true account, we will make it our 
own by working through many arguments from its principles, even- 
tually coming to have the right conviction in the truth of these 
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principles by seeing their role in many different proofs. This is very 
much what happens in those who learn any theoretical subject: an 
appreciation of its basic principles only emerges after long experi- 
ence with their role in explanations. 


Gymnastic Dialectic: Argument as a Sport 


So far, I have discussed dialectical argument in a relatively general 
sense as question-and-answer exchange between opponents. 
Topics Vil brings us a picture of something much more specific. 
Questioner and answerer engage in structured bouts. A single the- 
sis is selected and the two participants take on defined positions 
about it: the answerer maintains it and the questioner attacks it. 
The questioner’s attack consists of a series of questions that can be 
answered by a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ put forward by the questioner for 
the answerer’s acceptance or rejection. The questioner’s goal is, 
ideally, to deduce a contradiction from the thesis and the answer- 
er’s concessions; failing that, the questioner may instead try to 
achieve various lesser types of victory. The answerer, meanwhile, 
tries to avoid conceding premisses to the questioner from which 
such an argument can be constructed, or at least to keep conces- 
sions within various bounds determined by the nature of the ex- 
change (the details are discussed in the Commentary). Much of 
Book VIJI takes for granted a number of rules of the game that 
permit one or the other party to call foul in certain circumstances; 
it is also clear that each round is scored and evaluated by judges or 
some type of audience. This is obviously a kind of sport, a form of 
dialectic reduced to a competitive game. What connection has it 
with dialectical argument in general? And what does it tell us about 
the nature of dialectic? 

The best answer, I think, is that these ‘gymnastic’ arguments 
have the same relationship to other dialectical arguments as sport- 
fencing to real and deadly swordplay. In a society in which sword- 
fighting sometimes takes place in earnest, fencing for sport 
provides a form of practice that allows participants to improve their 
skill without danger: judges and formal rules for scoring substitute 
for the pressures of an actual exchange. Of course, in a real 
swordfight there are no judges, and rules become valuable only to 
the extent that they actually serve to keep one from harm. There- 
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fore, we would expect that at least in their origins, the rules for the 
sport of fencing have some connection with success in deadly 
swordplay. In the same way, the nominal purpose of gymnastic 
dialectic is to prepare oneself for the real thing. Consequently, the 
rules should not be mere arbitrary specifications but instead should 
encourage good dialectical practice. A survey of the contents of 
Book VIII generally bears this out: the rules Aristotle cites would 
generally promote arguments in which the conclusion is in fact 
supported by the premisses and in which the premisses are actually 
accepted by the answerer. For instance, answerers are permitted to 
complain about invalid inferences, ambiguous language, or deliber- 
ately misleading questions, and questioners are sometimes allowed 
to complain about answerers who refuse to concede obvious conse- 
quences of their earlier concessions. 

But even though we may invent sport-fencing as a safer substi- 
tute for deadly swordplay, the sport soon takes on a life of its own. 
Victory in sporting contests can then be one’s principal reason for 
fencing; exercise or practice becomes preparation for the sport. We 
see clear enough evidence in Topics VIII that something like this 
also happened in the case of dialectical argument. The contests 
Aristotle has in view were highly competitive, and the contestants 
were eager to win. This no doubt explains why some of Aristotle’s 
advice to competitors borders on the deceptive (e.g. shuffling 
premisses around to make it harder to see where the argument is 
going, or confusing an answerer by adding irrelevant premisses): he 
is, to some extent, adopting the role of coach. In so doing, he is 
responding to the needs of an established practice rather than 
inventing one. We see this most clearly in his assumption that his 
audience is already familiar with a whole technical vocabulary for 
dialectical contests, including names for various strategies and 
fouls. 

Some aspects of Book VIII, then, will have been specially rel- 
evant to the participants in the kind of sport-argument practised in 
the Academy. Yet we should not be too quick to dismiss even these 
details as of no importance to logic or philosophy, for that activity 
itself was a training in argumentation. However competitive the 
dialectical sport may have been, Aristotle insists on the difference 
between it and contentious argument, and the most fundamental 
point of that difference is that dialectical arguments must be valid: 
one of the rules of the game is that the conclusion must follow from 
the premisses. 
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The Dialectical Art and the ‘Syllogism’ 


Aristotle tells us that any dialectical argument is either a deduction 
(sullogismos) or an induction (epagdgé). This is in fact his view 
about all arguments whatever, rhetorical or demonstrative as well 
as dialectical. However, by far the larger part of his attention in the 
Topics is on deductions. He defines a deduction as ‘an argument in 
which, certain things being conceded, something different from 
what is conceded results of necessity through them’ (100°25-7). 
This is a broad definition of logical consequence, applicable to a 
very wide range of arguments. We find virtually the same definition 
at the beginning of the Prior Analytics, a treatise more closely 
associated with demonstrative argument. In each place, Aristotle 
makes it clear that the general notion of deduction transcends 
the venue in which a deduction takes place: the same deduction 
can be presented through question and answer, thus making it 
dialectical, or through the assertion of its premisses in monologue, 
after the manner of demonstration. What is essential to a deduc- 
tion, however, is that it contain premisses and a conclusion which 
necessarily follows from them: deductions are, by definition, valid 
arguments. 

This generalized definition of deduction is the basis for 
Aristotle’s claim to the status of founder of logic. Of course, that is 
not to say that Aristotle was the first to use a deduction or the first 
person to recognize that some conclusion necessarily followed be- 
cause of certain premisses. On the contrary: the recognition of 
instances of logical consequence is as old as the use of argument 
itself, perhaps as old as human language. Aristotle’s achievement, 
reflected in this definition, was to recognize the general phenom- 
enon of logical consequence and make it a subject of theoretical 
study. 

The Topics, however, is a practical treatise, and Aristotle’s con- 
cern is therefore with producing arguments, not only with theoriz- 
ing about them. In a dialectical situation, a deduction is a means to 
a certain end, namely, drawing a given conclusion from concessions 
made by an answerer. To be useful to that end, a deduction will 
obviously have to have the right conclusion, and therefore a dialec- 
tical method will have to include procedures for discovering 
premisses from which a given conclusion can be deduced. How- 
ever, the dialectical situation imposes a further constraint: the 
premisses are useful only if the answerer accepts them. Briefly 
stated, then, the objective of Aristotle’s dialectical method is to 
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discover premisses which satisfy two requirements: (1) the desired 
conclusion follows from them; (2) the answerer will assent to 
them. 


Collections of Acceptable Premisses: Endoxa 


We can, of course, determine whether premisses satisfy the second 
requirement simply by putting them forward to the answerer, but 
that is like determining whether a drug will cure a sick patient 
by administering it: what we want is a means of determining in 
advance what our answerer will accept. Since art and science, as 
Aristotle says, deal with universals rather than particulars, the way 
to accomplish this is by classifying answerers according to a list of 
general types and associating with each type a list of premisses 
acceptable to persons of that type. Though the evidence is suscep- 
tible to more than one interpretation, I think this is just what 
Aristotle tells us to do. He says that the premisses used in dialectic 
must be endoxa, ‘acceptable’. Now, ‘acceptable’ is a relative term: 
to be acceptable is to be acceptable to someone, or to some type of 
person. In several places Aristotle gives us a short list of general 
types. Some premisses are acceptable to everyone; some are 
acceptable to the majority of people; some are acceptable to ‘the 
wise’, others to most of the wise, and others to specific well-known 
sages (and their schools). The endoxa, then, do not form a single 
list; instead, there are various lists of typical beliefs associated with 
types of person. (My interpretation here is by no means accepted 
by all scholars; for further discussion and defence see the Commen- 
tary on I. 10.) 

To be truly useful, however, these collections should also be 
organized under subject headings so that those needed for a par- 
ticular argument can be found readily. This is what Aristotle in- 
structs us to do: 


We should construct tables, setting them down separately about each 
genus, for example about good or about animal, and about every good, 
beginning with what it is. (I. 14, 105°12-15) 


These ‘tables’ (diagraphai: cf. EE Il. 2, 1228728), then, will classify 
the various endoxa according to subject-matter, using keywords 
like ‘good’. The classification is hierarchical, starting with very 
large subjects such as ‘good’ and ‘animal’ and moving to subdivi- 
sions of these, for instance the various goods (‘every good’). Within 
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each classification, we start with a definition of the subject (‘begin- 
ning with what it is’) and then move to further details. We may 
speculate that this hierarchical structure is combined with a classi- 
fication according to type of believer, giving a cross-indexing that 
would allow ready retrieval of what Heraclitus believed about 
change or what the mass of humanity think about virtue. 


The ‘Locations’: Argument Forms and their Use 


These collections of endoxa will be useful for telling us whether 
our opponent will accept any given premiss, but they will not of 
themselves tell us which premisses to put forward. This is the job of 
a second component of the dialectical art, one that is far more 
significant for the history of philosophy and logic: the collection 
of topoi, ‘places’ or ‘locations’. Aristotle is well aware of the 
importance of his achievement. In his own evaluation of what 
he has accomplished in the Topics and On Sophistical Refutations, 
he tells us that his predecessors failed to discover a real dialectical 
art and instead taught argumentation by giving their students set 
arguments to memorize—as if, he says, one undertook to teach an 
art of remedying foot problems by giving one’s students a collec- 
tion of shoes of various sizes (see Excerpt D). Aristotle’s achieve- 
ment was to advance from ‘This conclusion follows from these 
premisses’ to ‘A conclusion of this form follows from a set of 
premisses having this form’. And to be able to do this, Aristotle had 
to develop some concept of logical form. With a notion of logical 
form, whole classes of arguments—in principle, infinite classes— 
can be grouped together as instances of a single valid form. This is 
the point at which logical theory begins: when the validity of an 
argument is seen as resulting from its logical form. Aristotle passes 
that point in the Topics: the Topics is the oldest extant logical 
treatise. 

What, then, are these ‘locations’, these topoi, which give the 
Topics its name? Unfortunately, the Topics itself does not tell us in 
so many words. However, Aristotle does say that the internal 
Books II-VI of the Topics consist of topoi. Thus, we have plenty 
of examples, if only we can interpret them properly. There is also a 
brief definition of a topos in the Rhetoric as ‘that under which many 
(arguments) fall’ (1403717-18). This account points to the role of 
a topos as a means of classifying many arguments together. To 
supplement this evidence, we may appeal to a definition given by 
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Theophrastus, Aristotle’s lifelong associate, and preserved by 
Alexander of Aphrodisias: a topos is 


a sort of starting-point or element, by means of which we obtain starting- 
points for particular cases, definite in outline but indefinite as to the 
particulars. (Alexander, In Top. 126.14-16; cf. 5. 21-6) 


Alexander proceeds to illustrate: 


For example, ‘if a contrary belongs to a contrary, then the contrary belongs 
to the contrary’ is a topos. For this statement—that is, this premiss—is 
definite in outline (for it makes it clear that it is stated about contraries 
universally), but it is not yet determined in it whether it is stated about 
these contraries or those contraries. (126. 17-20) 


The cryptic sentence Alexander uses as an example is easily 
interpreted if we turn to Topics II. 8, 113°27-8 (see Excerpt A). 
Roughly, it means: ‘If A belongs to B, then the contrary of A 
belongs to the contrary of B’. Alexander implies that the topos is 
not really a full-fledged statement, though it becomes one with 
appropriate substitutions for these common terms: 


... Starting off from [this topos], we can make an attack concerning any 
contrary. If, for example, what is sought is whether the good is beneficial, 
then starting off from the topos presented we will get, as a premiss relevant 
to the problem, ‘if the bad harms, the good benefits’. (126. 20-3) 


Let us spell out Alexander’s example in more detail. Suppose that 
our task is to establish something of the form ‘A belongs to B’, e.g. 
‘Beneficial belongs to the good’ (or, more naturally, ‘the good is 
beneficial’). To recognize a thing as having this form is already to 
make use of a notion of logical form: our easy substitution of ‘A’ 
and ‘B’ for ‘beneficial’ and ‘good’ covers an important intellectual 
advance. In the example, however, still another element of classifi- 
cation occurs. We must recognize that ‘beneficial’ and ‘good’ each 
fall under the classification ‘contrary’ (roughly, ‘term that has an 
extreme opposite’). Therefore, our desired conclusion has the form 
‘A contrary belongs to a contrary’, or to be more exact, ‘Contrary 
A belongs to Contrary B’. 

The next step in the process appeals to a relationship between 
logical forms. The ‘outline’ statement which Theophrastus calls the 
topos itself may be spelled out more explicitly as: 


If the contrary of Contrary A belongs to the contrary of Contrary B, 
then Contrary A belongs to Contrary B 
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Now ‘Contrary A’ corresponds to ‘Beneficial’ in our original con- 
clusion. The contrary of ‘beneficial’ is ‘harmful’. Likewise, if ‘Con- 
trary B’ corresponds to ‘good’ in the conclusion, the contrary of 
Contrary B is ‘bad’. The following, then, is of the form given in the 
topos: 


If harmful belongs to bad, then beneficial belongs to good. 


The consequent of this conditional is the desired conclusion; 
its antecedent is a premiss from which we can deduce it. We can 
take the resultant argument to consist simply of this premiss and 
conclusion: 


Harmful belongs to bad. 
Therefore, beneficial belongs to good. 


Alternatively, we may suppose that the condition itself is a premiss 
of the argument: 


If harmful belongs to bad, then beneficial belongs to good. 
Harmful belongs to bad. 
Therefore, beneficial belongs to good. 


It is not easy to say which of these forms Aristotle would prefer. He 
often treats conditional sentences as if they were arguments, and 
therefore he might incline towards the first (since the second form 
would on that understanding be repetitive). 

This illustrates the use of a topos to establish a conclusion. In 
many cases, a topos can also be used (with appropriate changes) to 
refute a conclusion. Some topoi, however, are useful only for refut- 
ing, others only for establishing. In the typical case, Aristotle spells 
out these details, noting for a given topos whether it can be used to 
refute, to establish, or to do both. (See Excerpts A and B for many 
examples.) 

At the core of a topos, then, there is an argument form: an 
abstract or schematic statement of a conclusion-form and corre- 
sponding premiss-forms from which it follows. However, the topos 
itself is not just this form, but this form embedded in procedures for 
its use as part of Aristotle’s dialectical method. We can see just how 
in the way they are presented in the Topics. The first formal state- 
ment of a topos begins: 


Now, one topos is investigating whether he has given something that 
belongs in some other manner as an accident. (II. 2, 109°34-5) 
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Several features of this are common to statements of topoi. To 
begin with, it is an infinitival phrase (‘investigating’, to epiblepein): 
for Aristotle, a topos is usually described as doing something. Fre- 
quently, as here, the topos is a matter of investigating or inspecting, 
but that is not always the case: we also find ‘showing’, ‘objecting’, 
‘leading’, ‘producing’. There is also in this example a reference to 
the opponent, i.e. the answerer: what is being investigated is what 
‘he has given’. This is so common that Aristotle never bothers to 
explain it: as here, we find simply a third-person singular verb, and 
we must supply its subject. Overall, what the statement describes is 
an action of probing or testing the answerer’s response for a point 
of weakness. If that point is discovered, then the topos provides 
instructions for mounting an attack on it (in Aristotelian dialectic, 
‘attack’ is virtually synonymous with ‘play the role of questioner’). 
A topos is a point at which the answerer’s position may be probed 
for attack. 

But there is another dimension to the topoi in Aristotle’s system. 
Each topos serves as a location at which many arguments may be 
found by appropriate substitutions in the relevant form. Moreover, 
the conclusion-form of the topos itself serves as a means of finding 
it when we need it: we know which topoi to consult for a given 
conclusion by determining which forms the conclusion fits under 
and then going directly to the topoi associated with those forms. 
The topoi are thus systematically organized in a way that facilitates 
timely retrieval, a feature essential to any practical method for live 
debate: it is no use having a large stock of argument forms in 
memory unless one can also recall the right one at the right time. 
Now, there is good evidence that Aristotle’s dialectical method 
drew on mnemonic systems in use during his time. These systems 
appear to have been based on the memorization of a series of 
images of actual locations (e.g. houses along a street) in a fixed 
order; items to be memorized were then superimposed on these 
images, making it possible to recall them in sequence, in reverse 
sequence, or directly by position in the series. The term topos itself 
may be intended to recall just such a technique (see the Commen- 
tary on VIII. 14, 163°17-33, for further discussion). There are even 
some indications that Aristotle intended the individual topoi to be 
committed to memory in a fixed order, e.g. the frequent appear- 
ance of groups of topoi concerning certain general notions, always 
in the same sequence (see ‘A Sampling of Topoi’ below). It is, as 
Aristotle is aware, easier to remember a list of items enumerated 
in fixed order (see VIII. 14, 163°28-9, and Commentary); a dialec- 
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tician using Aristotle’s method could work through the list in se- 
quence, searching for a usable topos, rather than casting about at 
random. A topos, therefore, is a location under which a large 
number of arguments can be stored for ready recall. 

An Aristotelian topos may then be described in two ways: as a 
point of attack in an adversary’s position, and as a location under 
which to file arguments. My rendering ‘location’ is intended to 
admit both these senses. 

These locations and their uses are not yet the whole of 
Aristotle’s dialectical method, since they only yield potentially use- 
ful premisses. To determine if they are actually useful, i.e. whether 
the answerer will assent to them, we shall next have to consult the 
televant inventory of premisses. And if our premisses survive this 
test, we shall then need to couch them in appropriate language and 
order them for presentation according to a good strategy (see VIII. 
1-2). A diagram of the whole process may help: 


Desired ae (‘problem’) 
1. Match it to a Tepe proposition 
Common ees form 
2. Make appropriate os in the premisses 
Premiss(es) from which ‘aus conclusion follows 
3. Check appropriate sai hes of acceptable premisses 
Acceptable premiss(es) from which desired conclusion follows 


4. Put premisses into proper form; 
choose a strategic ordering 


Dialectical argument 


The Forms of Propositions: Predication, 
Predicables, and Categories 


This is the skeleton of a theory; to flesh it out, we require some 
theory of logical form, or at least a repertory of forms with which to 
categorize conclusions. At the most general level, Aristotle does 
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have something approaching a theory. To begin with, he has the 
notion of a proposition, that is, a bearer of a truth-value. It was 
accepted dialectical terminology to distinguish between ‘premisses’ 
(protaseis: literally, ‘things held out’), which the questioner puts 
forward for acceptance by the answerer, and the ‘problem’ 
(probléma: literally, ‘thing thrown forward’, ‘obstacle’) about 
which questioner and answerer are debating. However, Aristotle 
points out that whatever can be used as a problem can also be used 
as a premiss, and conversely, just by changing its form of expression 
(see I. 4). We might express this by saying that premisses and 
problems are each propositions put to different uses. Thus, even 
though the Topics employs no technical expression for ‘proposi- 
tion’ abstracted from premisses and problems, Aristotle is close 
enough to the general notion of a sentence with a truth-value, 
abstracted from its use on a particular occasion. (On Interpretation 
does have such an expression: logos apophantikos, ‘declarative 
sentence’.) 

He also has a general concept of the form of a proposition. He 
supposes that every premiss or problem concerns whether one term 
is predicated of another in some particular way. Terms in the Topics 
are general terms: universals such as ‘human’, ‘good’, ‘animal’, 
‘white’, ‘colour’. To predicate one term of another is to assert that 
the one is true of, or belongs to, or is an attribute of, the other: 
‘Animal is true of human’, ‘Colour belongs to white’, ‘White is an 
attribute of animals’. One common way to say that A is predicated 
of B is to say that B is A, or Bs are As: ‘Humans are animals’, 
‘White is a colour’. To put this in more familiar terms, Aristotle 
takes it for granted that in every premiss or problem there is a 
subject (which is ‘that about which’ something is said) and a predi- 
cate (which is that which is ‘said of’, or perhaps denied of, some- 
thing). Lest this have too much the air of the trivial, we should 
remember that our words ‘subject’ and ‘predicate’, and indeed the 
basic framework of traditional grammar, descend from Aristotle’s 
usage. 

Much more has been written about Aristotle’s notion (or no- 
tions) of predication than can be discussed in an Introduction. 
What is important for present purposes is that in the Topics 
Aristotle presents a classification, which purports to be comprehen- 
sive, of all predications. In any predication, he says, the predicate 
must be in one of four relationships to the subject: definition, genus, 
unique property, or accident. He takes some pains to explain these 
terms in I. 4-5 (see the Commentary for discussion). 
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There are indications that the predicables are part of Aristotle’s 
inheritance from the Academy, but it also appears that he has 
modified that legacy in certain ways. In fact, the predicables seem 
to be closely connected with the business of giving definitions. 
Plato thought the pursuit of definitions to be an important part of 
philosophical education as well as philosophy itself, and Academic 
sport-arguments may have been largely occupied with attacking 
and defending definitions. From Plato’s works and other sources, 
a certain standard structure for definitions can be inferred: a de- 
finition must locate the thing defined in its general class or type 
(its genus) and then specify what differentiates it from other things 
of that type (its differentia). It is also an obvious requirement of 
correctness for a definition that it apply to all of the thing defined 
and to nothing else: the definiens must therefore be the unique 
property of the definiendum. And since a thing’s definition must be 
true of it always or necessarily, it would be important to distinguish 
definitions from what can both belong and fail to belong to the 
same thing, as e.g. baldness can both belong and fail to belong 
to humans: such merely coincidental or concomitant terms ar 
accidents. 

Aristotle’s list differs from this in omitting the differentia 
(though he sneaks it back in by ‘classing it with the genus’: 101°18- 
19). He also advances the distinction between definition and 
unique property in a way that suggests it is his innovation (101>19- 
23). The predicables serve as the largest classifications both of 
problems and of topoi. The first step in dealing with a problem, 
then, is to identify which predicable it falls under. 

In addition to the predicables, Aristotle classifies predications 
and the predicates which occur in them in another way: these are 
the ten categories introduced in I. 7 and of much importance in 
other Aristotelian treatises (see the Commentary on I. 7 for further 
discussion). 


A Sampling of Topoi 


The predicables give a highest-level classification of problems or 
conclusions, and thus a highest-level organization of topoi. This is 
explicitly reflected in the arrangement of Books I-VU, which give 
topoi first concerning accidents (II-III), then genera (IV), then 
unique properties (V), then definitions (VI-VII). When we look to 
each of these sections, principles of organization are less obvious: 
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at first, they appear to be mere listings, with no particular principles 
of order—just one thing after another, like a bad tragedy, as 
Aristotle says elsewhere (cf. Met. 1090°19-20). But in fact, there are 
patterns, and they reveal other categories of classification of con- 
clusions which are actually more important to the topoi themselves 
(and to Aristotle’s implicit theory of logical form) than the 
predicables. In particular, we find a number of closely related topoi 
in each of the four main divisions (i.e. for accidents, for genera, for 
unique properties, for definitions) which fall under three large 
classifications: topoi involving ‘opposites’ (antikeimena), topoi in- 
volving ‘coordinates’ and ‘cases’ (sustoicha, ptdseis), and topoi in- 
volving ‘more and less and equal’. Aristotle generally presents 
these three groups together and in the same fixed order. An over- 
view of their contents gives a good picture of the nature of an 
Aristotelian topos. (In what follows I refer frequently to Excerpt A 
for a continuous series of examples of these three groups.) 


Opposites 


Aristotle distinguishes four varieties of ‘oppositions’ (antitheseis) 
and ‘opposites’ (antikeimena): contraries (enantia), negations 
(apophaseis), privation and possession (sterésis kai hexis), and rela- 
tives (pros ti). The example from Alexander discussed above illus- 
trates what contraries are and the role they may play in a topos. 
Note that the relation of being a contrary is symmetrical: if A is 
contrary to B, then B is contrary to A; and each, since it is a 
contrary of something, may also be called a contrary absolutely 
speaking. Many topoi involving contraries are found in the Topics, 
most revolving around the principle that whatever holds of A vis- 
a-vis B, the same thing holds of the contrary of A vis-d-vis the 
contrary of B. 

The next two forms of opposition show an asymmetry in termi- 
nology, that is, the two members of the pair have different designa- 
tions. A negation is a term with ‘not’ (or some other negative 
particle) prefixed: ‘not good’, ‘unmarried’, ‘uninhabited’. It is at 
least possible that Aristotle supposes every term to have a negation 
in this sense; however, not every term is a negation, since a nega- 
tion must include some explicit negative particle. The most general 
topos involving negations has some resemblance to what is today 
called ‘contraposition’: 


If A follows B, then the negation of B follows the negation of A 
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As an instance: 
If animal follows human, then not human follows not animal. 


The third kind of opposition is privation. A privation is a term that 
indicates the absence of something, usually the absence of some- 
thing that should be or would be expected to be present, e.g. ‘blind’. 
To any privation, then, corresponds that of which it is the privation 
(in the example, ‘sighted’); this is called the ‘possession’ or ‘state’ 
(hexis). Some, though by no means all, privations are marked as 
such by a privative particle (‘irrational’). Again, Aristotle supposes 
that however A stands to B, so the privation of A stands to the 
privation of B. 

Finally, relatives (pros ti) are, as in modern usage, relational 
predicates like ‘double’ and ‘half’, each of which designates one of 
the members of a two-place relation. Example: 


If a triple is a multiple, then a third is a fraction 
If knowledge is belief, then what is known is believed 


(Compare 114*13-25 in Excerpt A with the above.) 


Co-ordinates and Cases 


The second subsystem is usually described by Aristotle as 
‘co-ordinates and cases’ (sustoicha kai ptdseis). ‘Co-ordinates’ are 
terms all of which are derived from some root word, as ‘justly’ and 
‘justice’ from ‘just’. By ‘case’ Aristotle seems usually to mean ad- 
verbial forms in -6s (analogous to the English ‘-ly’), though some- 
times he approaches the later use of ‘case’ by Greek grammarians 
to indicate oblique (non-nominative) grammatical cases of a noun. 
In the main, the topoi here rely on straightforward principles of 
parallel transformation: if you want to establish that the just are 
virtuous, argue first that whatever is done justly is done virtuously. 
(See Excerpt A, 114726-'5.) 


More and Less and Equal 
The third subsystem, which Aristotle usually calls ‘from more and 


less’ or ‘from more and less and likewise’, is a collection of topoi 
involving the words ‘more’, ‘less’, ‘equal’, ‘similarly’, and compara- 
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tive degrees of adjectives and adverbs. In II. 10, we find such 
representatives as these: 


“What is true of one of a group of similar things is true of them all’ 
(114°25-36). 
‘If A follows B, then more A follows more B’ (114°37-115714) 


The type of argument we call a fortiori, e.g.: ‘If A does not belong to that 
to which it more likely belongs, then neither does it belong to that to which 
it less likely belongs’, and several similar principles (115715-24) 


“What makes that to which it is added A is itself A; what makes that to 
which it is added more A is itself A’ (115725-°2) 


‘if something is more A or less A than something, then it is A’ (115>3-10) 


From the standpoint of modern logic, some of the topoi in these 
groups share genuine logical connections, while others are only 
superficially related. This is not surprising, given the practical ori- 
entation of the Topics: Aristotle’s purpose is to provide a conven- 
ient scheme for recall, not to explain the theoretical basis of 
inference. As a result, it would be an overstatement to see a full- 
fledged logical system underlying the Topics. However, it is not an 
overstatement to say that Aristotle is already focusing on ways to 
identify the general form of a proposition, and of an argument. 

But a logical theory is not simply a listing of valid forms but also 
an articulate explanation why those forms are valid. We may there- 
fore ask: how does he suppose the topical rules themselves are 
established? The Topics gives us little evidence about this. We do 
find instances in which Aristotle establishes the invalidity of a form 
by discovering that it has at least one counter-example: thus he 
recognizes that a valid form of argument is one no instance of 
which has true premisses and a false conclusion. This is a point 
which should not be minimized, for the demonstration of invalidity 
through counter-examples is one of the corner-stones of logical 
theory. Aristotle himself uses it with great skill in the Prior 
Analytics, where he is unquestionably developing a theoretical ac- 
count of validity. However, we do not find instances in the Topics 
in which he argues for the validity of a rule, nor does he give us any 
indications that he conceived of a general deductive system with 
basic rules from which more complex deductions could be derived. 

The absence of any theoretical justifications of rules in the 
Topics does not in itself show, of course, that Aristotle did not have 
any such justifications to offer. The Topics is a practical treatise, 
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and practical methods do not need to offer theoretical defences of 
themselves; indeed, such a theoretical account might very well 
detract from the practicality of a method. A problem for interpret- 
ers, however, does arise in connection with the logical theory of the 
Prior Analytics, for that theory does not appear to rest on exactly 
the same forms of argument as the Topics method. One explana- 
tion offered for this is developmental: if the Topics reflects an 
earlier stage of Aristotle’s thought than the Prior Analytics, then its 
comparatively crude and unsystematic picture of logical form could 
have been superseded by the more sophisticated ‘analytical’ 
theory. But what then is the relationship of the two? Did the 
Aristotle of the Prior Analytics reject as invalid some forms of 
argument accepted in the Topics as valid? Or did Aristotle suppose 
instead that the theory of the Analytics comprehends all that is in 
the Topics? Aristotle’s own testimony seems to favour the latter 
view, but modern logicians have noted that some valid forms recog- 
nized in the Topics do not seem reducible to the forms of the Prior 
Analytics. How is this to be explained? These questions, and others 
equally pressing, about the overall structure and development of 
Aristotle’s logical theories require much more detailed treatment 
than is possible in this little essay. 


The Selections 


This volume contains translations of Topics J and VIII, with Com- 
mentary, and of additional Excerpts from Topics II and WI, and On 
Sophistical Refutations, without Commentary. These choices are 
dictated by limitations of space and determined by fairly straight- 
forward matters of content. Books J and VIII describe and discuss 
Aristotle’s dialectical method, while Books II-VII are collections 
of individual argumentative locations. It is possible to make a good 
deal of sense of Books I and VIII in separation, and VIII in particu- 
lar is invaluable for its information about actual dialectical practice. 
II-VII, by contrast, make very repetitive and tedious reading. 
However, some sampling of their content is necessary to give a 
concrete picture of the workings of the dialectical art. The selec- 
tions from On Sophistical Refutations (a treatise which Aristotle 
intended as the last section of the Topics) give Aristotle’s perspec- 
tive on dialectic and on his accomplishments. SE 11 (Excerpt C) 
contains a valuable discussion of the relationship of dialectic to 
philosophy and its distinction from contentious argument and 
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sophistry. SE 34 (Excerpt D) is really Aristotle’s closing chapter for 
the Topics, since it begins with a reference to the project laid out in 
its opening sentence; it gives Aristotle’s own assessment of his 
achievement and its relationship to what came before. 


Since the Commentary is intended to be accessible to the reader 
with no knowledge of Greek, I have tried to keep it relatively free 
of philological concerns. However, these sometimes influence the 
understanding of the text itself. There are also places in which my 
translation might be regarded as controversial; and, though I gen- 
erally follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text edition of the Greek text 
(including the marginal lineation), sometimes I do not. In all such 
cases, the reader deserves to know at least that I have taken a 
position with which others might disagree. Whenever textual 
matters seem to me to have an important philosophical impact, I 
have tried to discuss them in the Commentary in a way that will 
be intelligible to Greekless readers. However, I have appended a 
series of ‘Notes on the Text’ with fuller discussions of textual 
points, as well as explanations of some of my more controversial 
construals. These Notes also indicate all deviations from Ross’s 
edition; I have frequently been influenced by Jacques Brunschwig’s 
text for Books I-IV (Brunschwig (1967) ) and the apparatus for his 
{at this writing) unpublished version of Books V-VIHI, which he 
graciously allowed me to use. In the main, these divergences are 
conservative: I have tried to avoid emendations and to make sense 
of the best-attested text, when I could. Angle brackets (()) in the 
translation mark interpretative additions and, occasionally, emen- 
dations of the Greek text; square brackets ([]) mark words that are 
probably not authentic. Other translations and editions of the 
Topics are cited by author’s name alone, books and articles by 
author’s name and year. References for both are found in the 
Bibliography. A two-way Glossary lists important terms in Greek 
and in English. 
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BOOK ONE 


CHAPTER I 


The goal of this study is to find a method with which we shall be 
able to construct deductions from acceptable premisses concerning 
any problem that is proposed and—when submitting to argument 
ourselves—will not say anything inconsistent. First, then, we must 
say what a deduction is and what its different varieties are, so that 
the dialectical deduction may be grasped (for that is the one we 
seek in the present study). 

A deduction, then, is an argument in which, certain things being 
supposed, something different from the suppositions results of ne- 
cessity through them. It is a demonstration if the deduction is from 
things which either are themselves true and primary or have at- 
tained the starting-point of knowledge about themselves through 
some primary and true premisses. A dialectical deduction, on the 
other hand, is one which deduces from what is acceptable. 

Those things are true and primary which get their trustworthi- 
ness through themselves rather than through other things (for 
when it comes to scientific starting-points, one should not search 
further for the reason why, but instead each of the starting-points 
ought to be trustworthy in and of itself). Those are acceptable, on 
the other hand, which seem so to everyone, or to most people, or to 
the wise—to all of them, or to most, or to the most famous and 
esteemed. 

A contentious deduction is one from what appears to be accept- 
able but is not, or an apparent deduction from what is actually or 
only apparently acceptable. For not everything which appears to be 
acceptable actually is so: for none of the acceptable things men- 
tioned has this appearance purely on its surface, as actually does 
happen in connection with the starting-points of contentious argu- 
ments (for in their case, the nature of the mistake is usually quite 
obvious at once to those capable of even modest discernment). Let 
us say, then, that the first of the contentious deductions mentioned 
really is a deduction but that the remaining one is a contentious 
deduction, not a deduction, since it appears to deduce but does not 
do so. 
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Next, apart from all the deductions that have been mentioned, 
there are the fallacies based on what is appropriate to specific 
sciences, as we find in the case of geometry and its kindred sciences. 
For this type does seem to be different from the deductions men- 
tioned; for the person who draws fake diagrams does not deduce 
from true and primary things, nor from acceptable ones either (for 
they do not fall within the definition: he does not take what every- 
one thinks, or most people, or the wise—not all, nor most, nor the 
most esteemed of them). Instead, he makes his deduction from 
premisses which are appropriate to the science but not true: for he 
fakes a diagram by describing semicircles improperly, or by extend- 
ing certain lines in ways in which they cannot be extended. 

So then, we may let the aforementioned be the species of deduc- 
tions, for the purpose of capturing them in an outline. And as a 
general comment on all we have said or are going to say later, we 
may let this be the extent to which we make our distinctions, 
inasmuch as it is not our intent to give the exact account of any of 
them; what we want to do instead is develop the account as far as 
an outline, since we deem it fully sufficient, for the purposes of the 
present method, to be able to recognize each of them in some way 
or other. 


CHAPTER 2 


Next in order after what we have said would be to state the number 
and kinds of things our study is useful for. There are, then, three of 
these: exercise, encounters, and the philosophical sciences. Now, 
that it is useful in relation to exercise is obvious at once, for if we 
have a method we shail be able more easily to attack whatever is 
proposed. And it is useful in relation to encounters because, once 
we have reckoned up the opinions of the public, we shall speak to 
them, not from the beliefs of others, but from their own beliefs, 
changing their minds about anything they may seem to us not to 
have stated well. It is useful in relation to the philosophical sciences 
because if we have the ability to go through the difficulties on either 
side we shall more readily discern the true as well as the false in any 
subject. 

Furthermore, it is useful in connection with the first of the start- 
ing-points about any individual science. For if we reason from the 
starting-points appropriate to the science in question, it is impossi- 
ble to make any statement about these (since these starting-points 
are the first of them all), and it is by means of what is acceptable 
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about each that it is necessary to discuss them. But this is unique, or 
at any rate most appropriate, to dialectic: for since its ability to 
examine applies to the starting-points of all studies, it has a way to 
proceed. 


CHAPTER 3 


We shall have a complete grasp of our method when we are in the 
same condition as in the case of rhetoric, medicine, and other such 
abilities. [And that is: to do what we choose with what is available. ] 
For the rhetorician will not convince under all circumstances, nor 
the physician heal; however, if he leaves out nothing that is possi- 
ble, then we shall say that he has a sufficient grasp of his craft. 


CHAPTER 4 


First, then, we must consider what our method consists of. Now, if 
we understood the number and kinds of things that arguments are 
about, what they are made of, and how we are to be equipped to 
deal with these, then we would have a sufficient grasp of our 
proposed subject. But the things arguments are made of are equal 
in number to, and the same as, the things which deductions are 
about. For arguments are made from premisses, while the things 
deductions concern are problems: and every premiss, as well as 
every problem, exhibits either a unique property, a genus or an 
accident (the differentia, since it is genus-like, should be classified 
together with the genus). 

But since one sort of unique property signifies what it is to be 
something and another sort does not, let us divide unique proper- 
ties into both the parts stated, and let us call the sort that signifies 
what it is to be something a definition, while the remaining sort may 
be referred to as a unique property, in accordance with the com- 
mon designation given to them. Clearly, then, from what has been 
said, it turns out that according to the present division they are four 
in all: either definition, unique property, genus, or accident. No one 
should take us to mean that each one of these, uttered by itself, is 
a premiss or a problem, but instead that it is out of these that both 
premisses and problems arise. 

A problem is different from a premiss in its form. For stated in 
this way: ‘Is it the case that two-footed terrestrial animal is the 
definition of man?’ or, ‘Is it the case that animal is the genus of 
man?’ it is a premiss; but stated in this way: ‘Whether two-footed 


3 


Io 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


102° 


10 


15 


20 


25 


ror TOPICS 


terrestrial animal is the definition of man or not’, it becomes a 
problem (and similarly in other cases). Consequently, it stands to 
reason that problems and premisses are equal in number, since you 
may make a problem out of any premiss by changing its form. 


CHAPTER § 


We must say what a definition is, what a unique property is, what a 
genus is, and what an accident is. A definition is a phrase which 
signifies the what-it-is-to-be. It is given either as a phrase in place of 
a word or as a phrase in place of a phrase (for it is also possible to 
define something signified by a phrase). But as for those who 
answer with a word (however they do so), it is clear that these 
people are not giving the definition of the subject, since every 
definition is a phrase. We should, however, class as definitory some- 
thing like ‘the beautiful is the fitting’, and similarly the question 
whether perception and knowledge are the same or different. For 
indeed, in connection with definitions, the better part of our time is 
taken up with whether things are the same or different. To put it 
simply, let us call all those things definitory which fall under the 
same method as definitions. And that all the cases just mentioned 
are of this sort is evident at once. For if we are able to argue that 
things are the same or that they are different, then we shall also be 
well provided for attacking definitions in the same way (for in 
showing that they are not the same we shall also have refuted the 
definition). But this last statement does not convert: to establish a 
definition, it is not sufficient to show that they are the same. How- 
ever, in order to refute one, it is enough of itself to show that they 
are not the same. 

A unique property is what does not exhibit what it is to be for 
some subject but belongs only to it and counterpredicates with it. 
For example, it is a unique property of a human to be capable of 
becoming literate: for if something is human, then it is capable of 
becoming literate, and if it is capable of becoming literate, then it is 
human. For no one would call something unique which is capable 
of belonging to something else (as for instance being asleep for a 
human), not even if it happened for a time to belong to one thing 
alone. Therefore, if something of this sort were to be called a 
unique property, it will not be so called without qualification, but 
rather unique at a time or in relation to something: being on the 
right is unique at a time, and two-footed is really called unique in 
relation to something (for instance, of a human in relation to a 
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horse or a dog). But it is clear that nothing which can possibly 
belong to something else counterpredicates: for it is not necessary 
for something to be human if it is asleep. 

A genus is what is predicated in the what-it-is of many things 
which are different in species. (Let us say that those sorts of things 
are ‘predicated in the what-it-is’ which it would be appropriate to 
give as answers when asked what the thing in question is, as it is 
appropriate in the case of a man, when asked what it is, to say that 
it is an animal.) The question whether one thing is in the same 
genus as another, or in a different one, is also genus-like, since this 
sort of thing also falls under the same method as a genus: for if we 
have argued that animal is the genus of man, and also of the ox, 
then we shall have argued that they are in the same genus, while if 
we show that it is the genus of one and that it is not the genus of the 
other then we shall have argued that they are not in the same genus. 

An accident is something which is none of these—not a defini- 
tion, a unique property, or a genus—but yet belongs to the subject; 
or, what can possibly belong and not belong to one and the same 
thing, whatever it may be. For instance, it is possible for ‘being 
seated’ to belong and not belong to the same thing. Similarly, also, 
for ‘white’, for nothing prevents the same thing from being now 
white, now not white. The second of these definitions of ‘accident’ 
is better. For when the first definition is stated, anyone who is going 
to understand it must already know what a definition, a unique 
property, and a genus are; the second definition, on the other hand, 
is sufficient on its own for recognizing what the thing meant is in 
and of itself. 

We may also include under the heading ‘accident’ the compari- 
sons of things with one another which are stated in some way 
involving what goes with what, for example whether the noble or 
the expedient is to be preferred, or whether the life according to 
virtue or the life according to enjoyment is more pleasant, or any- 
thing else that might be stated in a way resembling these. For in all 
such cases, the inquiry arises about which one it is the predicate 
goes with more. 

It is clear at once that nothing prevents an accident from becom- 
ing a unique property at a time or with relation to something: 
sitting down, for instance, which is an accident, will be a unique 
property at a time when only one person is sitting, and when it is 
not only one person who is sitting it will be a unique property with 
relation to those who are not sitting. Consequently, nothing pre- 
vents an accident from becoming a unique property either with 
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relation to something or at a time; however, it cannot be a unique 
property without qualification. 


CHAPTER 6 


We should not forget that all arguments about unique properties, 
genera, and accidents are also appropriate to use in connection 
with definitions. For if we have shown that something fails to 
belong uniquely to what falls under the definition (as we do in the 
case of a unique property), or that what is given as such in the 
definition is not the genus, or that something stated in the formula 
does not belong (as might also be said in the case of an accident), 
then we shall have refuted the definition. So, according to the 
account given previously, all the things we have enumerated would 
in a way be definitory. But we should not for this reason seek a 
single universal method for all cases: for, in the first place, it would 
not be easy to find it; and besides, if it were found, it would be 
thoroughly obscure and inconvenient for the study at hand. On the 
other hand, if we were to give a unique method proper to each 
genus we have defined, a detailed treatment of our project would 
readily develop out of what falls appropriately under each of them. 
Consequently, we should divide them up in outline, as was said 
earlier, and as for what is left over, we should assign whatever is 
most appropriate to each division and call them ‘definitory’ or 
‘genus-like’. The aforementioned have largely been assigned to 
each of the divisions. 


CHAPTER 7 


First of all, we must determine the number of ways that ‘same’ is 
used. We may regard the same as being divided, in outline, into 
three parts, for we are accustomed to describe what is the same as 
‘in number’ or ‘in species’ or ‘in genus’. Those are the same in 
number which have several names though there is one thing, for 
example a cloak and a coat. Those are the same in species which, 
though many, are indistinguishable with respect to species, for 
instance as a human (is the same in species) as a human or a horse 
the same as a horse (for those things are said to be the same in 
species which fall under the same species). Similarly, those are the 
same in genus which fall under the same genus (as a horse (is the 
same in genus) as a human). 

One might think that ‘same’ as it applies to water from the same 
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spring has some differentia apart from those mentioned. But never- 
theless, let this too be classified in the same group as things called 
the same with reference in some way to a single species, for all 
these sorts of cases appear to be of the same kind and comparable 
to one another. For all water is said to be the same in species as any 
other water because it has a certain likeness, and water from the 
same spring only differs in that the likeness is stronger. That is why 
we do not separate this case from those which are called the same 
with reference in some way to a single species. 

What is one in number is most uncontroversially called the same 
in everyone’s judgement. But even this is customarily indicated 
in several ways. The strictest case, (where it is indicated in) the 
primary way, is when that which is the same is indicated by means 
of a word or a definition, e.g. a coat is the same as a cloak or a two- 
footed terrestrial animal as a human. The second way is when it is 
indicated by means of a unique property, e.g. what is receptive of 
knowledge is the same as a human or what is carried upwards by 
nature the same as fire. The third way is when it is (indicated) with 
an accident, e.g. the one sitting (or the musical one) is the same as 
Socrates. For all these are intended to signify what is one in 
number. 

(One might most readily come to see that this last remark is true 
from the case of people who change their way of calling someone. 
Sometimes we give an order, using a name, to call some person who 
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is seated, and when the one we give the order to turns out not to 35 


understand it, we change it—thinking he will understand it better 
from an accident of the person—and tell him to call to us ‘the one 
sitting’ or ‘the one talking’, obviously believing the same thing to be 
signified by the name as by the accident). 


CHAPTER 8 


Let ‘same’, then, be divided in three as has been said. 

One proof that arguments are made from and through the things 
mentioned previously, and are about them, is by means of induc- 
tion. For if someone were to examine each premiss or problem, 
then it would be clear that it had arisen either about a definition, or 
about a unique property, or about a genus, or about an accident. 

Another proof is through deduction. For necessarily, whenever 
one thing is predicated of another, it either conterpredicates with 
the subject or it does not. And if it does counterpredicate, then it 
must be a definition or a unique property (for if it signifies what it 
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is to be something it is a definition, while if it does not it is a unique 
property—that is what we said a unique property was, something 
which counterpredicates but does not signify what it is to be). But 
if it does not counterpredicate with the subject, then either it is 
among the things stated in the definition of the subject or it is not. 
If it is among the things stated in the definition, then it must be a 
genus or a differentia, since a definition is composed of a genus and 
differentiae. On-the other hand, if it is not among the things stated 
in the definition, then it is clear that it must be an accident, for an 
accident was said to be what is neither a definition nor a unique 
property nor a genus but still belongs to the subject. 


CHAPTER 9 


Now then, next after this we must distinguish the categories of 
predications in which the four (types of) predications mentioned 
are found. These are ten in number: what-it-is, quantity, quality, 
relation, location, time, position, possession, doing, undergoing. 
An accident, a genus, a unique property, and a definition will 
always be in one of these categories, for all the premisses (pro- 
duced) by means of them signify either a what-it-is, or a quantity, or 
a quality, or some one of the other categories. 

It is clear at once that an (expression) signifying the what-it-is 
will sometimes signify a substance, sometimes a quantity, some- 
times a quality, and sometimes one of the other categories. For, 
supposing the example under consideration is a man, if it says that 
the example is a human or an animal, then it says what it is and 
signifies a substance. On the other hand, supposing the example 
under consideration is a white colour, if it says that the subject is a 
white or a colour, then it says what it is and signifies a quality. 
Similarly, supposing that the example under consideration is a foot- 
long length, if it says that the example is a foot-long length, then it 
says what it is and signifies a quantity. And likewise with the other 
(categories). For any of these, both in the case in which the same 
thing is said about itself and in the case in which its genus is said 
about it, signifies what it is. But when it is said about another 
(category), then it does not signify what it is, but how much or what 
sort or one of the other categories. 

These, then, are the number and variety of things arguments are 
about and are made from. How we are to obtain them, and the 
means by which we are to be equipped to deal with them, must be 
explained next. 
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CHAPTER 10 


First, then, it should be determined what a dialectical premiss 
and a dialectical problem are. For not every premiss or every 
problem should be counted as dialectical: no one in his right 
mind would hold out as a premiss what nobody thinks or make 
a problem of what is evident to everyone or to most people, since 
the latter contains no puzzle while nobody would concede the 
former. 

A dialectical premiss is the asking of something acceptable to 
everyone, most people, or the wise (that is, either all of them, most 
of them, or the most famous), provided it is not contrary to opinion 
(for anyone would concede what the wise think, so long as it is 
not contrary to the opinions of the many). Dialectical premisses 
also include: things which are similar to what is acceptable; the 
contraries of things which appear to be acceptable, put forward by 
negation; and such opinions as are derived from any established 
arts. 

For if it is acceptable that the knowledge of contraries is 
the same, then it would also appear to be acceptable that the 
perception of contraries is the same; and if the skill of reading 
is numerically one, then the skill of flute-playing is numerically 
one, while if there are several skills of reading, then there are 
several skills of flute-playing. For all these seem to be similar and 
related. 

And similarly also whatever is contrary to what is acceptable, put 
forward as a negation, will appear to be acceptable. For if it is 
acceptable that one must do good to one’s friends, then it is also 
acceptable that one must not do them ill. It is contrary that one 
must do one’s friends ill, but as a negation it is that one must not do 
them ill. And similarly also, if (it is acceptable that) one must 
do one’s friends good, then it is also (acceptable that) one must not 
do one’s enemies good. This is also in accordance with the 
negations of contraries, for the contrary is that one must do one’s 
enemies good. Likewise in other cases. 

But the contrary applied to the contrary will also appear, 
in parallel, to be acceptable. For instance, if {it is acceptable 
that) one must do one’s friends good, then (it will be acceptable 
that) one must do one’s enemies ill. (Doing one’s friends good 
might also appear to be contrary to doing one’s enemies ill, but 
whether this is truly so or not will be explained in what we say 
about contraries.) 
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It is also clear that such opinions as are derived from arts are 
dialectical premisses. For anyone would concede what those who 
have examined these subjects think, e.g. what a doctor thinks about 
medical questions, or what a geometer thinks about geometrical 
questions, and likewise in other cases. 


CHAPTER II 


A dialectical problem is a point of speculation, directed either to 
choice and avoidance or to truth and knowledge (either on its own 
or as working in conjunction with something else of this sort), 
about which people either have no opinion, or the public think the 
opposite of the wise, or the wise think the opposite of the public, or 
each of these groups has opposed opinions within itself. 

For it is useful to know (the answers to) some problems only for 
the sake of choosing or avoiding something (for instance whether 
pleasure is to be chosen or not), while it is useful to know others 
only for the sake of knowing (for instance whether the universe is 
eternal or not). Others are, in and of themselves, of no use for 
either of these but work in conjunction with other things of this 
sort. For there are many things which we do not wish to know in 
and of themselves, but for the sake of other things, in such wise 
that, because of them, we will come to know something further. 

Those are also (dialectical) problems concerning which there are 
contrary deductions (for there is a puzzle whether it is so or not, 
because there are persuasive arguments about both sides), as well 
as those about which, because they are vast, we have no arguments, 
thinking that it is difficult to give the reason why (e.g. whether the 
universe is eternal or not). For one could also pursue an inquiry 
about such problems. 

Let problems and premisses, then, be defined as has been said. A 
thesis is: a belief contrary to opinion held by someone famous for 
philosophy, e.g. that contradiction is impossible (as Antisthenes 
used to say), or that everything moves (according to Heraclitus), or 
that what is is one (as Melissus says). (For to take things contrary to 
our opinions seriously when just any person declares them is silly.) 
Or: something about which we possess an argument contrary to our 
opinions, e.g. that not everything that is either has come to be or is 
eternal, as the sophists say of the musician who is literate without 
either having become so or always being so (for even someone who 
does not think this might (come to) think it because there is an 
argument). 
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A thesis, then, is also a problem, but not every problem is a 
thesis, since some problems are the sort of thing about which we 
think nothing either way. But that a thesis is a problem is clear. For 
it is necessary from what has been said either that the public dis- 
agrees with the wise about the position, or that one or the other 
group disagrees among themselves, since a thesis is some belief 
contrary to opinion. In practice, all dialectical problems are prob- 
ably called theses. But let it make no difference whatever it is 
called. For it is not because we want to coin terms that we have 
distinguished them in this way, but so that we should not overlook 
whatever differences there actually are among them. 

One ought not to inquire into every problem or every thesis, but 
only those which someone might be puzzled about who was in need 
of arguments, not punishment or perception. For those who puzzle 
about whether one must honour the gods and care for one’s parents 
or not need punishment, while those who puzzle about whether 
snow is white or not need perception. Nor ought one to inquire into 
that the demonstration of which is near to hand, or those the 
demonstration of which is excessively remote. For the former 
present no difficulty, while the latter present too much for 
exercises. 


CHAPTER 12 


With these things defined, then, we need to distinguish how many 
kinds of dialectical argument there are. One kind is induction, 
another is deduction. Now, what a deduction is was explained ear- 
lier. Induction, however, is proceeding from particulars up to a 
universal. For instance, if the pilot who has knowledge is the best 
pilot, and so with a charioteer, then generally the person who has 
knowledge about anything is the best. Induction is more persua- 
sive, clearer, more intelligible in the way perception is, and com- 
monly used by the public; deduction is more coercive and more 
effective with those skilled in contradicting. 


CHAPTER 13 


Let the classes of things which arguments are about and from be 
defined as we have said above. The tools by means of which we may 
be well equipped with deductions are four: one is obtaining 
premisses, the second is being able to distinguish how many ways a 
word is said, the third is finding differences, and the fourth is the 
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examination of likeness. In a way, the last three of these are also 
premisses, since it is possible to make a premiss about any of them, 
e.g. that either the noble, the pleasant, or the useful is choice- 
worthy; or, that perception differs from knowledge in that it is 
possible to get the one back after losing it, but this is impossible for 
the other; or, that the healthful is in the same relationship to health 
as what part of a training program is to being in training. The first 
is a premiss about what is said in many ways, the second is a premiss 
about differences, and the third is a premiss about similar things. 


CHAPTER I4 


Now, premisses are to be collected in as many ways as were defined 
in connection with premisses: making ready for use the opinions 
either of everyone, or of the majority, or of the wise (and of the 
latter, the opinions of all, or the majority, or the most famous), or 
the contraries of opinions which appear to be so, and whatever 
opinions are derived from the arts. (One must put forward the 
contraries of things which appear to be acceptable as negations, as 
was said earlier.) 

It is a useful thing, as well, to produce these premisses while 
collecting—not only premisses which are actually acceptable, but 
also premisses which are similar to these, e.g. that the same percep- 
tion has contraries as its object (for the same science does also), or 
that we see by receiving something into ourselves, not sending 
something out (for it is also this way in the case of the other senses: 
we hear by receiving something, not sending something out, we 
taste in the same way, and similarly also in the case of the other 
{senses)). Moreover, whatever seems to be so in all or most cases 
should be taken as a starting-point or apparent concession, for 
those who have not seen it not to hold in a particular instance 
concede it. 

One should also collect premisses from written works, and make 
up tables, listing them separately about each genus, e.g. about good 
or about animal (and about every (sense of) good), beginning with 
what it is. One should also make marginal notes on the opinions of 
particular people, e.g. that it was Empedocles who said that there 
are four elements of bodies (for someone might concede what was 
said by a famous person). 

In outline, there are three classes of premisses and problems. 
Some premisses are ethical, some are scientific, and some are logi- 
cal. Premisses such as these, then, are ethical: whether one must 
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obey one’s parents rather than the laws, if they disagree. Logical 
premisses are such as whether or not the same knowledge has 
contraries as its object; scientific premisses are such as whether or 
not the universe is eternal. And similarly also with problems. As for 
what each of the aforesaid kinds is like, it is not easy to state that in 
definitions about them, and one must try to recognize each of them 
with the familiarity which comes through induction, studying them 
in light of the examples given. For the purposes of philosophy, they 
should be dealt with in accordance with truth, but dialectically in 
accordance with opinion. 

All premisses should be obtained in the most universal form 
possible, and a single premiss should be made into many (e.g. (the 
premiss) that the knowledge of opposites is the same (should be 
made) next (into the premisses) that (the knowledge) of contraries 
is, and that (the knowledge) of relatives is). Then these premisses 
are in turn to be divided in the same way, as far as it is possible to 
divide them (e.g. that (the knowledge of) good and evil, and of 
white and black, and of cold and hot (are the same)). And similarly 
for the rest. 


CHAPTER I5 


Concerning premisses, then, what has been said is enough. But as 
for the number of ways (something is said), our investigation 
should not only study which things are called something in different 
ways but should also try to give definitions for them. For instance, 
we should say, not only that justice and courage are called goods in 
one way while that which produces fitness and the healthful are so 
called in another way, but also that the former are so called in 
virtue of themselves being of a certain sort, whereas the latter are 
so called in virtue of being productive of something, and not in 
virtue of themselves being of a certain sort. And likewise also in the 
other cases. 

Whether the ways in which things are called something are many 
or one in species should be investigated by means of the following: 

First is to examine the contrary to see if it is said in several ways 
and if they disagree either in species or in name. For sometimes, 
there is a difference right in the very names, e.g. the contrary of 
‘sharp’ is ‘flat’ in a sound but ‘blunt’ in a body. It is clear, then, that 
the contrary of ‘sharp’ is said in many ways. But if that is, then so 
is ‘sharp’. For in each of these cases, the contrary will be different— 
the same ‘sharp’ will not be contrary to ‘blunt’ and ‘flat’—but 
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‘sharp’ is contrary to each. Again, the contrary of ‘flat’ is ‘sharp’ in 
sound but ‘round’ in body. Therefore, ‘flat’ is said in several ways, 
since its contrary is also. And similarly, also, in the case of a picture 
the contrary of ‘fine’ is ‘ugly’, but in the case of a lineage it is ‘base’, 
so that ‘fine’ is equivocal. 

In some cases, there is no disagreement at all in the names, but 
in the species the difference between them is obvious at once, 
as in the case of ‘bright’ and ‘dark’: for a sound is called bright or 
dark, and similarly a colour. Now in names, these do not disagree; 
in the species, however, the difference between them is obvious at 
once, for the colour and the sound are not called bright in the same 
way. 

This is also clear through sensory perception. For the same sense 
perceives things which are the same in species. But we do not 
discern white in the case of a sound and a colour by means of the 
same sense: rather, we discern one by sight and the other by hear- 
ing. The same holds for ‘rough’ and ‘smooth’ in tastes and in bodies 
(except that we discern one with touch and the other with taste): 
these too do not disagree in names—either those which apply to 
them or those which apply to their contraries—for ‘smooth’ is in 
fact the contrary of each. 

Next, if there is something contrary to one but nothing at all 
contrary to the other. For example, to the pleasure which comes 
from drinking, the pain which comes from being thirsty is contrary, 
but to (the pleasure) which comes from contemplating the fact 
that the diagonal (of a square) is incommensurable with its side 
nothing is (contrary). Thus, pleasure is said in many ways. And to 
the loving that is a matter of thought, hating is contrary, but to that 
which is a bodily activity, nothing is: it is clear, then, that loving is 
equivocal. 

Next, turning to the intermediates, if there is something inter- 
mediate for one (pair of contraries) but nothing for the other, or if 
there is something for both but not the same thing. For instance, 
between bright and dark in colour there is ‘grey’, but in sound there 
is none—or, if indeed there is one, it is ‘nasal’, as some people say 
that a nasal voice is intermediate. So, ‘bright’ is equivocal, and 
likewise also ‘dark’. Next, if there are several intermediates for one 
pair but one for the other, as in the case of bright and dark: for in 
the case of colours the intermediates are many, while in the case of 
sound there is the single one ‘nasal’. 

Next is examining the contradictory opposite to see if it is said in 
multiple ways. For if this is said in multiple ways, then that which is 
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opposite to it will also be said in multiple ways. For instance, ‘not to 
see’ is said in multiple ways, one being ‘not to possess sight’ and the 
other ‘not to exercise one’s sight’. But if this is said in multiple 
ways, then ‘to see’ must be also: for to each ‘not seeing’ something 
is opposed, i.e. having sight to not having it, or exercising one’s 
sight to not exercising it. 

Next is examining things which are expressed as privation 
and state. For if one of these is said in multiple ways, then the 
remaining one is also. For instance, if ‘sensation’ is said in multiple 
ways of the soul and of the body, then ‘insensible’ will also be said 
in multiple ways of the soul and of the body. (And that it is as 
privation and state that the things just mentioned are opposed 
is clear, since it is natural for animals to have each kind of 
sensation, both that with respect to the soul and that with respect to 
the body.) 

Next, inflected forms should be examined. For if ‘justly’ is said in 
multiple ways, then ‘just’ will also be said in multiple ways (for 
there is a ‘just’ in accordance with each ‘justly’). For instance, if 
‘justly’ means both judging in accordance with one’s own opinion 
and (judging) as one ought, then so also ‘just’. Likewise, if 
‘healthful’ is said in multiple ways, then ‘healthfully’ will also be 
said in multiple ways. For instance, if what produces health, what 
preserves it, and what indicates it are healthful, then ‘healthfully’ 
will mean ‘productively’ or ‘preservatively’ or ‘indicatingly’ (of 
health). And similarly also in other cases: whenever a term itself is 
said in multiple ways, then the inflected form derived from it will 
also be said in multiple ways; and if the inflected form is, then so is 
the term itself. 

There is also examining the categories of predication of the word 
to see if these are the same in all cases. For if they are not the same, 
it is clear that the expression is equivocal. For instance, the good in 
foods is what produces pleasure, in medicine what produces health; 
but in the case of the soul, it is being of a certain sort (e.g. temper- 
ate, courageous, or just) and similarly in the case of a person. 
Sometimes, it is a time, e.g. what is opportune (is good) (for that 
which is opportune is called good). Often, it is a quantity, as in the 
case of what is proportionate (for the proportionate is also called 
good). Consequently, ‘good’ is equivocal. 

Likewise, bright is a colour in the case of a body, but in the case 
of a sound it is the easy to hear. Sharp is much like this, for likewise 
the same thing is not meant in all cases. For it is the rapid sound 
which is sharp (as those who do numerical harmonics say), but it is 
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the angle less than a right one which is sharp, or the sharp-angled 
knife. 

And there is examining the genera of the things under the same 
word to see if these are different and not subordinate to one 
another. Take ‘donkey’ as an example (both the animal! and the 
machine). For the definition of the word is different for these: 
the one will be given as ‘an animal of a certain sort’, the other 
as ‘a machine of a certain sort’. But if the genera are subordinate 
to one another, then it is not necessary for the definitions to be 
different. For instance, animal and bird are both a genus of 
raven. When we say, then, that a raven is a bird, we also say that 
it is a certain kind of animal, so that both genera are predicated 
of it. And similarly, also, when we call a raven a flying biped 
animal, we say that it is a bird. Also in this way, then, both genera, 
as well as their definitions, are predicated of the raven. But 
in the case of genera which are not subordinate to one another, this 
does not happen. For when we call something a machine, we do not 
call it an animal; nor, when we call it an animal, do we call it a 
machine. 

And there is examining not only the term under consideration to 
see if the genera are different and not subordinate to each other, 
but also its contrary (for if its contrary is said in many ways, then it 
is clear that what is under consideration is also). 

It is also useful to examine the definition we have of a complex, 
e.g. of a white body or a white sound: for if what is unique (to each) 
is subtracted, the same definition must remain. But this does 
not happen in the case of equivocals, e.g. in the cases just 
mentioned: for one is ‘a body having such and such a colour’, but 
the other is ‘a sound easy to hear’. When we subtract ‘body’ and 
‘sound’, then, what remains in each case is not the same: but it 
would have to be, if the ‘white’ said in each case were univocal. 

But frequently something equivocal tags along unnoticed in the 
definitions themselves, and for this reason you should also examine 
the definitions. For instance, if someone says that what indicates 
and what produces health is what is commensurately related to 
health, we should not give up but instead should examine what he 
has meant by ‘commensurately’ in each case, e.g. if one is ‘of such 
an amount as to produce health’ and the other is ‘such as to signify 
of what sort one’s condition is’. 

Next, if they fail to be comparable with respect to ‘more’ or 
‘equally’, as for instance a white sound and a white coat, or a sharp 
taste and a sharp sound. For these are not called equally white or 
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sharp, nor is one called more so than the other. So ‘white’ and 
‘sharp’ are equivocal. For everything univocal is comparable: either 
they will be equally so called, or one will be more so. 

Since the differentiae of things from different genera that are not 
subordinate to one another are also different in kind (take for 
example animal and knowledge: the differentiae of these are differ- 
ent), there is examining whether the things falling under the same 
word are differentiae of different genera that are not subordinate 
to one another, like ‘sharp’ of a sound and of a body: for one sound 
differs from another by being sharp, and similarly one body from 
another, so that ‘sharp’ is equivocal (for these are differentiae of 
different genera that are not subordinate to one another). 

Next, if the differentiae of the actual things the same name 
applies to are different, as colour in the case of bodies and colour 
in melodies. For the differentiae of colour in the case of bodies are 
‘distending the sight’ and ‘compressing the sight’, but the differen- 
tiae of colour in the case of melodies are not the same. So, ‘colour’ 
is equivocal, for the same things have the same differentiae. 

Next, since the species is not a differentia of anything, there is 
examining the things falling under the same word to see if one is a 
species and the other a differentia. For instance, white in the case of 
bodies is a species of colour, but white in the case of sounds is a 
differentia (for one sound differs from another in virtue of being 
white). 


CHAPTER 16 


One should investigate (being said in) many ways, then, by means 
of these and the like. As for differences, one should study both 
things within the same genera, in comparison to each other (e.g. in 
virtue of what does justice differ from courage, or wisdom from 
moderation: all of these are from the same genus), and things from 
a different genus, in comparison to something else that does not 
differ too very much (e.g. in virtue of what does perception (differ 
from) knowledge). For in the case of things very different, the 
differences are completely obvious. 


CHAPTER I7 


As for similarity, this should be examined, first, in the case of things 
in different genera: as the one is to the one, so the other is to the 
other (e.g. as knowledge is to the known, so is perception to the 
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perceptible); and, as one thing is in one, so is another in another 
(e.g. as sight is in the eye, so intelligence in the soul, or as a calm is 
in the sea, so is a stillness in the air). We should practice above all 
with things that are greatly different, for we shall more readily be 
able to discern similar things in the remaining cases. Next, things in 
the same genus should be examined to see if anything the same 
belongs to all of them, e.g. to a human, a horse, and a dog (for to the 
extent that something the same belongs to them, to that extent are 
they similar). 


CHAPTER 18 


It is useful to have examined in how many ways a word is said 
both for the sake of clarity (for someone would better know 
what it is he is conceding once it had been brought to light in how 
many ways (the term) is applied) and in order to make our 
deductions concern the thing itself rather than being about a word. 
For when it is unclear in how many ways something is said, it is 
possible that the answerer and the questioner are not thinking 
about the same thing; but once it has been brought to light in 
how many ways it is applied and which (of these) (the answerer) is 
thinking about in conceding (the premiss), the questioner would 
appear ridiculous if he did not make his argument about this. 

It can also be used both for resisting fallacies and for producing 
fallacies. For if we know in how many ways something is said, we 
shall not be taken in by fallacies ourselves but instead will know if 
the questioner fails to make the argument about the same thing. 
And when we are ourselves questioning, we will be able to argue 
fallaciously, if the answerer should happen not to know in how 
many ways something is said. (This is not possible in all cases, but 
only when some of the things said in many ways are true and others 
false.) But this type of argument is not appropriate to dialectic, and 
for this reason one must absolutely avoid this kind of thing, arguing 
about a word, in dialectical arguments, unless one is utterly unable 
to argue otherwise about the subject proposed. 

Finding differences is useful both for deductions about (what is) 
the same or different and for recognizing what any particular thing 
is. That it is useful for the deductions about (what is) the same or 
different is clear: for when we have found any difference whatever 
between the things proposed, we shall have shown that they are not 
the same thing. But (it is useful) for recognizing what something is 
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because we usually separate the unique account of the being of 
anything by means of the differences appropriate to it. 

The study of what is similar is useful for inductive arguments, for 
deductions from an assumption, and for giving definitions. It is 
useful for inductive arguments because it is by means of bringing in 
particular (premisses) about similar cases that we claim a right to 
bring in the universal (premiss) (for it is not easy to perform an 
induction if we do not know what the similar cases are). 

{It is useful) for deductions from an assumption because it is 
accepted that however matters stand with one of a group of similar 
things, so they also stand with the rest. So, whichever of these we 
may be in a good position to argue about, we shall establish an 
agreement in advance that however matters stand with these, so 
they also stand with what is proposed. And when we have shown 
the former, then we shall also have shown what was proposed from 
an assumption (for it was by assuming that however matters stand 
with these, so they stand with the thing proposed, that we made our 
demonstration). 

(The study of similarity is useful) for giving definitions because if 
we can discern what is the same in any case, we shall not be at a loss 
as to what genus we must put the thing proposed into when we are 
defining it (for that one of the things common (to the thing pro- 
posed and other things as well) which is predicated most in the 
what-it-is must be the genus). And similarly, the study of the simi- 
lar in things greatly differing is also useful for definitions, e.g. that 
a calm in the sea and a stillness in the air are the same (for each is 
a quietness), or a point in a line and a unit in a number (for each is 
a beginning). Consequently, if we give what is common to them all 
as the genus, we shall not seem to be defining strangely. Those who 
define are in fact accustomed to give definitions in this way: they 
say that a unit is the beginning of a number and a point the begin- 
ning of a line. It is clear, then, that they put (the thing defined) in 
what is common for both as the genus. 

These, then, are the tools by means of which deductions are 
made. The attack-locations against which the aforementioned are 
useful are as follows. 
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CHAPTER I 


After this we should discuss arrangement, that is, how one should 
ask questions. First, then, the person who is going to be devising 
questions must find the location from which to attack; second, he 
must devise the questions, and arrange them individually, to him- 
self; and only third and last does he ask these of someone else. 
Now, up to the point of finding the location, the philosopher’s 
inquiry and the dialectician’s proceed alike, but actually arranging 
these things and devising questions is unique to the dialectician. 
For all of that is directed at someone else. But the philosopher, or 
someone searching by himself, does not care if the (premisses) 
through which his deduction comes about are true and intelligible 
but the answerer does not concede them because they are close to 
the initial goal and he foresees what is going to result; rather, the 
philosopher would in fact probably be eager for his claims to be as 
intelligible and as close (to the initial goal) as possible, for it is from 
such that scientific deductions proceed. 

The attack-locations from which one should get (premisses), 
then, were discussed earlier. We must discuss arrangement and 
devising questions, determining which premisses are to be obtained 
besides those necessary. The premisses through which the deduc- 
tion comes about are called necessary; those obtained besides these 
are of four kinds. They are either for the sake of induction and 
giving the universal, or to give bulk to the argument, or for the 
concealment of the conclusion, or to make the argument clearer. 
Apart from these, you should not obtain any other premisses, but 
instead it is through them that you should try to build up your 
argument and devise questions. (Premisses for concealment are for 
the sake of the contest: but since this entire sort of business is 
directed at someone else, it is necessary to use these too.) 

Now, as for the necessary premisses through which the deduc- 
tions come about, you should not put these forward right away, but 
instead you should stand off as far above them as possible. For 
example, do not expect to get that the same science applies to 
contraries, should that be what you want, but rather that it applies 
to opposites. For if he concedes this, it can be deduced that the 
science applying to contraries is also the same, since contraries are 
opposites. If, however, he does not concede this, then get (the 
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premiss you need) through induction by putting forward premisses 
about particular contraries. For you should get the necessary 
premisses either through deduction or through induction, or some 
by induction and others by deduction. (But if they are extremely 
obvious, the premisses themselves may also be put forward.) For in 
either standing off or induction, it is always less clear what is going 
to result; at the same time, it is still open to you to put forward the 
actual premisses to be used, if you are unable to get them in the 
former ways. But the additional premisses we mentioned should be 
obtained for these purposes, and each should be used in that way: 
when you are arguing inductively, (argue) from particulars to uni- 
versal and from the familiar to the unfamiliar (it is premisses based 
on perception that are more familiar, either unconditionally or to 
most people), and when you are concealing give preliminary de- 
ductions of the premisses from which the deduction of the initial 
thesis is going to come about. And get as many of these as possible. 
This would result if you were to deduce not just the necessary 
premisses but even some of the ones useful for getting them. Next, 
do not state the conclusions, but instead deduce them all together 
later on (for in so doing, you would stand furthest off from the 
initial thesis). 

Speaking generally, the person who is getting answers in a 
concealed manner must ask in such a way that when the whole 
argument has been presented in questions and he has stated his 
conclusion, the reason why is to be sought. But this will best come 
about if we argue in the way just stated. For if only the last conclu- 
sion is stated, it will not be clear how it follows, because the an- 
swerer will not foresee what premisses it follows from if the 
deductions were not spelt out previously. And the deduction of 
the conclusion would be spelt out to the least degree if we set 
down, not the premisses of that deduction, but rather those of (the 
deductions of the premisses) through which that deduction comes 
about. 

It is also useful to avoid obtaining the claims the deductions are 
made from in an orderly fashion but instead to obtain premisses for 
this and that conclusion in alternation. For if appropriate premisses 
are put next to one another, what is going to result from them will 
immediately be too obvious. 

Also, in those cases in which it is possible, you should get the 
universal premiss by means of a definition that applies, not to terms 
themselves, but to their co-ordinates. For people fallaciously con- 
clude that they are not agreeing to the universal when the defini- 
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tion of the co-ordinate has been obtained. For example, if what has 
to be got is ‘the angry desire retribution because of an apparent 
slight’ and it could be obtained that anger is a desire for retribution 
because of an apparent slight (for it is clear that once the latter 
were obtained, we should have the universal we are aiming at). It 
often happens to those who put forward (a premiss) involving the 
actual terms that the answerer refuses because he is more ready 
with an objection to it, e.g. ‘those who are angry do not desire 
revenge since we get angry with our parents but do not desire 
retribution from them.’ Now, his objection is probably not correct, 
for in the case of some people it is retribution enough to hurt them 
and make them regret; nevertheless, he does have something plau- 
sible so as not to appear to be rejecting the premiss proposed 
without reason. But with the definition of anger, it is not equally 
easy to find an objection. 

Next, propose a premiss as if proposing it not on its own but 
for the sake of something else: for people are cautious about 
things which are useful towards the thesis. And in a word, make it 
unclear, as much as possible, whether you want to get what you put 
forward or its opposite. For if it is unclear which one is useful for 
the argument, then people will more often concede what they 
think. 

Next, get answers through similarity. For not only is this convinc- 
ing, but in addition the universal gets by more readily. For instance, 
‘Just as the knowledge and ignorance of contraries are the same, 
so also the perception of contraries is the same.’ Or in the other 
direction: ‘Since the perception is the same, the knowledge is too.’ 
This is similar to induction, but actually not the same thing. For in 
that procedure, the universal is obtained from the particulars, but 
in the case of similar things what is obtained is not the universal 
which all the similar things fall under. 

You should also bring an objection against yourself occasionally. 
For answerers relax their guard with those who appear to be 
playing fair in their attack. It is also useful to note that such-and- 
such is familiar or an old saying: for people are reluctant to go 
against custom if they have no objection to it, and at the same time, 
since they use such things themselves, they guard against upsetting 
them. 

Next, do not be too eager, even if it is something you really need, 
because people are more likely to oppose those who are eager. And 
propose things as if they were illustrations, for if something is put 
forward for some other reason and not useful in itself people will 
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more readily concede it. Next, do not put forward the thing you 
actually need to obtain, but rather something which this follows of 
necessity. For people more readily agree because it is not equally 
evident what is going to follow from this, and when the latter has 
been obtained, the former has also. 

And ask near the end for the thing you most want to get. For it 
is the first things that people reject the most, since most questioners 
say first what they are most eager to get. With some people, how- 
ever, these are the things to propose first: for cantankerous people 
agree most readily to the first things, so long as it is not completely 
obvious what result they are headed for, but become cantankerous 
towards the end. And similarly also with people who think they are 
clever in answering: for after they have conceded the first points, 
towards the end they quibble and say that the conclusion does not 
follow from what was conceded; but they concede things off- 
handedly, trusting in their talent and believing that they cannot be 
convinced of anything. 

Next, stretch out your argument and throw in things of no use 
towards it, as those who draw fake diagrams do (for when there are 
many details, it is not clear in which the error lies). That is also why 
questioners who proceed surreptitiously sometimes get away with 
including premisses which, if put forward by themselves, would 
never be conceded. 

For concealment, then, you should use the things stated. But for 
embellishment, you should use induction and the division of re- 
lated things. Now, as to induction, it is clear what sort of thing it is. 
Division, however, is this sort of thing: ‘One science is better than 
another either in being more exact or in being about better things’, 
or ‘Some sciences are theoretical, some practical, and others pro- 
ductive.’ For any one of these sorts of things embellishes the argu- 
ment, though it is not necessary to state them in order to get the 
conclusion. 

For clarity, you should bring in examples and illustrations. And 
the examples should be familiar ones, taken from sources we know 
(‘as Homer says’, not ‘as Choirilos says’), for in this way what is put 
forward would be clearer. 


CHAPTER 2 


When arguing, use deduction with those skilled in debate more 
than with the public; contrariwise, use induction more with the 
public. We have also discussed this earlier. 
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In some cases, it is possible for a person performing an induction 
to put the universal as a question. In other cases, however, this is 
not easy because a common name has not been assigned to all 
similarities; rather, when people have to obtain the universal, they 
say ‘thus in all such cases’. But this is one of the most difficult of 
things, to determine which of the cases brought forward are ‘such’ 
and which are not. It is also by this means that people often hood- 
wink one another in arguments, some saying that things are similar 
when they are really not and others protesting that similar things 
are not similar. For this reason, you should try in all such cases to 
make up a name yourself, so that it will not be possible either for 
the answerer to protest that the case introduced is not similarly 
designated, nor for the questioner to quibble that it is similarly 
designated—since many things which are not similarly designated 
still appear to be so. 

When it happens that, after you have induced from many cases, 
someone does not grant the universal, then it is your right to ask 
him for an objection. However, when you have not stated that it 
does hold of some cases, you have no right to ask ‘of which cases 
does it not hold?’ For you must previously carry out an induction to 
ask for an objection in this way. 

And he is expected not to bring his objections about the very 
case that was proposed, unless there should be only one such thing 
(as two is the only even number that is prime): for the person 
objecting must bring an objection about a different case or say that 
this is the only such case. 

Against people who object to the universal statement but bring 
their objection not against the statement itself but against some- 
thing equivocal, e.g. that someone might have a colour or foot or 
hand that is not his, since a painter has a colour and a cook has a 
foot that are not theirs—in such cases, then, you should make 
distinctions when asking questions, for if the equivocation goes 
unnoticed he will seem to have objected properly to the premiss 
proposed. 

But if the answerer blocks the question by objecting, not about 
an equivocal case, but about the thing itself, then you must put 
forward premisses by subtracting that to which the objection ap- 
plies and making the remainder the universal, until you have ob- 
tained what you need. For example, take the case of forgetting or 
having forgotten. For people do not agree that a person who has 
lost knowledge has forgotten, because when the subject changes he 
has lost his knowledge but has not forgotten it. Subtracting that to 
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which the objection applies, then, you should state the remainder, 
e.g. that if someone loses his knowledge when the subject persists, 
it is because he has forgotten. And similarly also with those who 
object, ‘Why is it that to a greater good is opposed a greater evil?’ 
For they bring forward the fact that to health, which is a lesser good 
than good condition, a greater evil is opposed (for disease is a 
greater evil than poor condition). In this case too, then, you should 
subtract that to which the objection applies. For when it is sub- 
tracted, the answerer would more readily concede, e.g. that to a 
greater good is opposed a greater evil unless one of them brings the 
other with it (as good condition does health). 

Do this not only if the answerer has made an objection, but even 
if he has refused without objecting because he foresees something 
like this. For when that to which his objection applies is subtracted, 
he will be forced to concede because he does not foresee in what 
is left a case of which it does not hold (and if he does not concede, 
then when he is asked for an objection he will not be able to 
respond at all). The premisses which are of this type are those that 
are true about some things and false about others: for it is in 
these cases that it is possible to subtract and leave behind a true 
remainder. 

But if you put forward a premiss about many cases and he brings 
no objection, then he is expected to concede it, for a premiss is 
dialectical if it holds of many cases and there is no objection against 
it. 

When it is possible to deduce the same thing both without and 
with argument through the impossible, then, although for someone 
who is demonstrating and not debating it makes no difference 
whether it is deduced in one way or the other, someone who is 
debating with another should not use the deduction through the 
impossible. For against someone who has deduced without the 
impossible, it is not possible to protest. However, when he has 
deduced the impossible (result), then unless it is extremely obvious 
that it is false, people will say that it is not impossible, so that 
questioners do not get what they want. 

One ought also to propose those premisses which hold of many 
cases and for which either an objection is not possible at all or it is 
not a simple matter to discern it. For if they cannot discern the 
cases about which it does not hold, they will concede it as being 
true. 

But you must not make the conclusion a question. Otherwise, if 
he rejects it, it appears that no deduction has occurred. For even 
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when one does not ask the conclusion but introduces it as that 

10 which results, people often reject it, and in doing this they do not 
appear to have been refuted—to those who do not understand 
what follows from the concessions. So, when you ask it without 
even saying that it follows and he denies it, it appears quite as 
though no deduction has occurred. 

Not everything that is universal seems to be a dialectical premiss, 

15 for example ‘What is a human?’ or ‘In how many ways is “good” 
said?’ For a dialectical premiss is one to which it is possible to 
answer yes or no, but this is not possible with the premisses men- 
tioned; therefore, such questions are not dialectical unless you give 
the definition or distinction yourself in stating them, e.g. ‘Is it the 

20 case that “good” is said either in this way or in that?’ For in 
response to things of this sort, it is easy to answer by either assent- 
ing or dissenting, and you must therefore try to put forward such 
premisses in this way. At the same time, you probably also have a 
right to inquire of the answerer in how many ways ‘good’ is used, 
when you make the determinations yourself and put them forth but 
he does not agree with any of them. 

25 Whoever spends a long time presenting a single argument is 
doing a bad job of getting answers. For if the person being 
questioned is answering, then clearly (he is doing a bad job) 
because he is asking either many questions or the same ones 
repeatedly, so that he is either rambling or has no deduction (for 
every deduction is from few premisses). On the other hand, if his 
respondent is not answering, then (the questioner is clearly doing a 

30 bad job) because he does not either criticize him or abandon the 
argument. 


CHAPTER 3 


The same assumptions are hard to attack as are easy to maintain. 
Such propositions include both those first and those last by 
nature. For the first propositions require definition, while the final 
propositions are concluded by means of many steps by anyone 
wanting to get a continuous argument from the first ones (or 

35 otherwise the argumentative attempts appear sophistical: for it is 
impossible to demonstrate anything without beginning from the 
appropriate starting-points and connecting up all the way to the last 
things). Now, answerers neither expect definitions to be given nor, 

if the questioner does give one, do they pay any attention to it. But 
158° if it has not been made obvious what the subject proposed is, then 
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it is not easy to make the attack. This sort of thing happens mostly 
with the starting-points. For the other propositions are proved 
through them, but it is not possible to prove them through others, 
and we must instead come to know each of them by means of a 
definition. Those things which are too close to the beginning are 
also hard to deal with. For it is not possible to come up with many 
arguments about them since the intermediates between them and 
the beginning—by means of which the subsequent propositions 
must be proved—are few in number. 

Among definitions, the hardest of all to deal with are those in 
which words have been used such that, first of all, it is unclear 
whether they are said simply or in many ways, and on top of that 
one cannot even tell whether they have been used by the definer 
literally or metaphorically. For since they are unclear, there are no 
arguments for attacking them; and since one does not know 
whether it is because of metaphorical use that they are like this, no 
criticism is available. 

In general, you should assume that whenever a problem is hard 
to deal with, either it requires a definition, or something is said in 
many ways or metaphorically, or it is not far from the starting- 
points—(assume this) because what is not evident to us at first is 
this very thing: which of the aforementioned ways it is that gives 
rise to the difficulty. For if it were obvious which way it is, then it 
would be clear that we must either define, or distinguish, or supply 
the intermediate premisses (for it is by means of these that the last 
propositions are proved). 

And with many theses, if the definition is not given well, it is not 
easy to argue and deal with them, e.g. whether one thing is contrary 
to one, or several. But once ‘contraries’ has been properly defined, 
it is easy to infer whether it is possible for there to be several 
contraries for the same thing or not. It is the same way also in other 
cases requiring definitions. 

It also appears that in mathematics, it is not easy to construct 
proofs of some things because of the deficiency of a definition, for 
instance that the line cutting a plane figure parallel to its side 
divides the area and the line similarly. But once the definition has 
been stated, the proposition is evident at once. For the areas and 
the lines have the same reciprocal subtraction: and this is the defi- 
nition of ‘same ratio’. 

In a word, the first of the elements are easily proved when the 
definitions are accepted, e.g. what a line is, what a circle is (al- 
though there are not actually many things to deal with about each 
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of these because the intermediates are not many). But if the defini- 
tions of the principles are not accepted, then this is difficult, and in 
general wellnigh impossible. The situation is also like this in the 
case of arguments. 

We must not forget, then, that when a thesis is difficult to deal 
with, it has one of the properties mentioned. But when it is a bigger 
job to argue for the claim (i.e. the premiss) than for the thesis, 
then one might be puzzled whether such things should be conceded 
or not. For if you do not concede it but expect (the questioner) 
to argue for this too, then you will impose a greater task in place 
of the one initially assigned; but if you do concede it, then you 
will acquire conviction on the basis of less convincing premisses. So 
if the problem must not be made more difficult, it should be 
conceded; but if deduction must be through what is more familiar, 
it should not be conceded. Or: it should not be conceded by a 
learner if it is not more familiar, but it should be conceded by 
someone practising if it only appears true. Consequently, it is evi- 
dent that a questioner and a teacher should not expect concessions 
in the same way. 


CHAPTERS 4 AND 5 


So, as for the way we ought to devise questions and arrange them, 
these remarks are probably enough. But about answering, first 
we should determine what is the task of the good answerer, as 
well as the good questioner. Now, the job of the questioner is to 
lead the argument so as to make the answerer state the most 
unacceptable of the consequences made necessary as a result of the 
thesis, while the job of the answerer is to make it appear that it is 
not because of him that anything impossible or contrary to opinion 
results, but because of the thesis (for conceding at first what one 
should not is probably a different mistake from failing to defend 
that concession properly). [VII 5] But since these points are not 
defined for those who engage in arguments for the sake of exercise 
and testing—for the goals are not the same for teachers and learn- 
ers as for competitors, nor for the latter and for those who engage 
with one another for the sake of inquiry. For the learner must 
always concede the opinions—and nobody tries to teach a false- 
hood—but among competitors, the questioner must at all costs 
appear to be inflicting something on the answerer, while the an- 
swerer must appear not to be affected. But when it comes to 
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dialectical meetings among people who engage in arguments not 
for the sake of competition, but for testing and inquiry, it has never 
been spelt out what the answerer must aim at, or what sorts of 
things he must grant and what not in order to (count as) defending 
his thesis well or not.—To get back to the point, since nothing has 
been transmitted to us about these things, let us try to say some- 
thing ourselves. 

Now, the answerer must necessarily take up the argument by 
agreeing to a thesis that is either acceptable, or unacceptable, or 
neither; and one that is acceptable or unacceptable either without 
qualification or in a definite way (as to a specific person, to himself, 
or to someone else). But it makes no difference in what way the 
thesis is acceptable or unacceptable: for there will be the same way 
of answering well, of granting or not granting what is asked. If the 
thesis is unacceptable, then, the conclusion must become accept- 
able, and if acceptable unacceptable (for the questioner always 
concludes the opposite of the thesis). And if what is supposed is 
neither unacceptable nor acceptable, then the conclusion will also 
be of that sort. Since whoever deduces well deduces the problem 
assigned from more acceptable and more familiar things, it is evi- 
dent that if the thing supposed is unacceptable without qualifica- 
tion, then the answerer should grant neither what does not seem so 
without qualification, nor what seems so but less than the conclu- 
sion. For if the thesis is unacceptable, the conclusion is acceptable; 
consequently, all the premisses obtained must be acceptable, and 
more acceptable than the conclusion proposed, if it is through 
things more familiar that the less familiar is to be concluded. Thus, 
if one of the premisses asked is not of this sort, the answerer should 
not concede it. But if the thesis is acceptable without qualification, 
then it is clear that the conclusion is unacceptable without qualifi- 
cation. He should therefore concede both everything that seems so 
and anything which does not but is less unacceptable than the 
conclusion (for it would appear to have been sufficiently argued). 
Similarly if the thesis is neither acceptable nor unacceptable. For 
in this case also he should grant both everything apparent and 
whatever does not seem so but is more acceptable than the conclu- 
sion: for in this way it will turn out that the arguments are more 
acceptable. 

Now if what is proposed is acceptable or unacceptable without 
qualification, then it is with respect to what seems so without 
qualification that he should make the comparison. But if what is 
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proposed is acceptable or unacceptable, not without qualification, 
but to the answerer, then it is with respect to what he himself thinks 
or does not think that he should judge what to concede or not 
concede. And if the answerer is defending someone else’s opinion, 
then clearly it is with an eye to that person’s thought that he must 
concede or refuse anything. This is also why those who are defend- 
ing the opinions of others—for instance that good and bad are the 
same thing, according to what Heraclitus says—refuse to grant that 
contraries cannot be present simultaneously in the same thing: it is 
not because they do not think this themselves, but because accord- 
ing to Heraclitus this is what you must say. This is also what those 
who take over theses from each other do, for they aim at what the 
one who advanced the thesis would say. 


CHAPTER 6 


It is evident, then, what the answerer should aim at, whether the 
thing proposed is acceptable without qualification or to a certain 
person. But since everything asked must be either acceptable, un- 
acceptable, or neither, and what is asked must be either relevant to 
the argument or not relevant to the argument, if it is acceptable and 
is not relevant to the argument he should grant it, saying that it is 
acceptable; if on the other hand it is not acceptable and is not 
relevant to the argument, then he should grant it but add the 
comment that it is not acceptable, so as not to appear simple- 
minded. If it is relevant to the argument and acceptable, then he 
should say that it is acceptable but is too close to the initial thesis 
and that the thesis is refuted if it is conceded. And if the statement 
is relevant to the argument but too unacceptable, then he should 
say that the conclusion follows if this is conceded but that the 
proposal is too simple-minded. If it is neither unacceptable nor 
acceptable, then if it has nothing to do with the argument he should 
grant it without making any distinction; if, on the other hand, it is 
relevant to the argument, he should add the comment that when it 
is conceded the initial thesis is refuted. For in this way, not only will 
the answerer appear not to suffer anything through his own fault, if 
he concedes each premiss foreseeing (what will follow), but also the 
questioner will get his deduction, since everything more acceptable 
than the conclusion is conceded to him. But as for those who try to 
deduce from things more unacceptable than the conclusion, they 
clearly do not deduce properly; accordingly, one should not con- 
cede what they ask. 
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CHAPTER 7 


This is also how unclear and ambiguous questions should be met 
with. For since it is open to the answerer who does not understand 
to say ‘I do not understand’, and, if the question 1s ambiguous, not 
necessarily to agree or disagree, it is first of all clear that, if what is 
said is not precise, he should not be reluctant to say he does not 
understand it: for it often happens that as a result of granting 
premisses not asked clearly, one is presented with something vexa- 
tious. If, on the other hand, it is intelligible but has many senses, 
then if what is said is true or false in all cases, he should grant or 
reject it without qualification; but if it is false in one case and 
true in another, then he should indicate that it has many senses 
and that this one is false and that one true (for if he makes this 
distinction later, it will be unclear whether he also discerned 
the ambiguity in the beginning). But if he failed to see the 
ambiguity in advance and conceded with one of the senses in mind, 
then he should tell a questioner who leads the argument towards 
the other sense, ‘I did not grant it with that sense in mind, but 
with the other one’: for if there are numerous things falling under 
the same word or argument, then dispute is easy. But if the ques- 
tion is both clear and unambiguous, then he should answer either 
‘yes’ or ‘no’. 


CHAPTER 8 


Since every deductive premiss either is among those the deduction 
is from or is for the sake of one of these (and it is clear when 
someone is getting premisses for the sake of another, because of his 
asking for several similar cases—for it is either through induction 
or through similarity that people generally obtain universal 
premisses), the answerer should concede all particulars, so long as 
they are true and acceptable, but should try to bring an objection 
against the universal. For to impede the argument without either a 
real or an apparent objection is cantankerousness. So, if he does 
not grant the universal when it appears so in many cases, though he 
does not have an objection, it is evident that he is being cantanker- 
ous. Next, if he also cannot give any counter-attack showing that it 
is not true, then all the more will he seem to be cantankerous. (But 
in fact not even this is sufficient. For we know of many arguments 
contrary to our opinions which it is difficult to solve—e.g. Zeno’s 
argument that it is not possible to move or to traverse the sta- 
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dium—but that is no reason why one should not concede their 
opposites.) Accordingly, if, though not able either to counter- 
attack or to object, he does not concede, it is clear that he is being 
cantankerous. For cantankerousness in arguments is responding in 
a way—other than those mentioned—which is destructive of the 
deduction. 


CHAPTER 9 


To defend either a thesis or a definition, you should first work out 
an attack on it for yourself. For it is clear that it is those things on 
the basis of which questioners refute the thesis that you should 
oppose. 

Avoid defending an unacceptable thesis. (“(Unacceptable’ could 
have two meanings: it might mean either a thesis from which ab- 
surdities follow, e.g. if someone were to say that all things move or 
that nothing does; or, it might mean what a bad character would 
choose and what is contrary to our wishes, e.g. that pleasure is the 
good or that doing wrong is better than suffering it.) For people will 
take you to be saying what you think, not defending something for 
the sake of argument, and hate you. 


CHAPTER 10 


As for arguments that deduce a falsehood, solve them by rejecting 
that because of which the falsehood comes about. For it is not the 
case that the person who rejects anything whatever has solved it, 
not even if what is rejected is false. For an argument might contain 
several falsehoods, as for example if someone took as premisses 
that the person seated is writing and that Socrates is seated. For it 
follows from these that Socrates is writing. Now, when ‘Socrates is 
seated’ is rejected, the argument is no closer to being solved. And 
yet the claim is false. But it is not as a result of this that the 
argument is false. For if someone happened to be sitting down but 
not writing, the same solution will no longer be appropriate for 
such a case. Consequently, it is not this premiss that should be 
rejected, but rather ‘the person seated is writing’ (for not every 
seated person is writing). Now, the person who rejects that because 
of which the falsehood comes about has certainly solved the argu- 
ment, but it is the person who knows that the argument is by means 
of this who knows the solution (as in the case of fake diagrams). For 
it is not enough to object, not even if what is rejected is false, but he 
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must also demonstrate why it is false: this is how it will be evident 
whether or not he makes his objection with foresight. 

There are four ways to hinder an argument from coming to a 
conclusion, as follows. An answerer can do so by rejecting that 
because of which the falsehood comes about, or by stating an 
objection to the questioner (for often he does not succeed in solv- 
ing it, but yet the questioner is not able to carry it forward any 
further). Third is objecting to the questions asked. For it may result 
that what the questioner intends does not come about from the 
questions asked because they have been asked poorly, though 
when something else is added the conclusion does come about. So 
then, if the questioner can no longer lead the argument forward, 
then the objection would be against the questioner, whereas if he 
can, it would be against the questions asked. The fourth and poor- 
est kind of objection is the one with respect to time: for some 
people raise the sort of objection that it would take longer to argue 
against than the present discussion allows. Objections, then, as we 
have said, come about in four ways. But only the first kind of 
objection stated is a solution: the remainder are various hindrances 
and impediments of conclusions. 


CHAPTER II 


A criticism of an argument just as an argument in itself is not the 
same as a criticism of it when it is put as questions. For the person 
questioned is often at fault for the argument not being argued well, 
because he will not agree to the premisses from which it would be 
possible to argue well against the thesis. For it is not in the power 
of one participant alone to see that their common work is well 
accomplished. There are times, then, when it is necessary to attack 
the speaker, not the thesis—-when the answerer is particularly abu- 
sive and ready to pounce on the questioner with the contrary of 
whatever he asks for. By being cantankerous, then, these people 
make discussions competitive and not dialectical. In addition, since 
such arguments are for the sake of exercise and testing rather than 
instruction, it is clear that not only true but also false conclusions 
must be deduced, and not always by means of true premisses but 
sometimes also false ones. For it is often necessary for the person 
conducting the argument to refute when a truth has been supposed, 
so that he must put forward falsehoods as premisses. And some- 
times, even when a falsehood has been supposed, he must refute it 
through falsehoods. For nothing prevents things that are not so 
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from seeming more so to someone than the truth, so that if the 
argument comes about from what seems so to him he will more 
likely be convinced or benefited. And anyone who is to change 
minds well must change them dialectically, not contentiously—as 
the geometer must do so geometrically—no matter whether the 
conclusion be false or true. (Which deductions are dialectical was 
stated earlier.) And since it is a poor participant who impedes 
the common work, so it is clearly also in an argument. For there is 
also a common project in these (except for competitive ones: in 
these, it is not possible for both to achieve the same goal, for it is 
impossible for more than one to win.) It makes no difference 
whether one does this through answering or through questioning: 
for the person who questions contentiously argues poorly, and so 
does the answerer who will not grant what is evident or will not 
understand what it is that the questioner means to get. So it is clear 
from what has been said that criticism should not be directed in the 
same manner at the argument in itself and at the questioner. For 
nothing prevents the argument being poor but the questioner hav- 
ing argued as well as possible with the answerer. For with cantan- 
kerous people, you simply may not be able to produce the 
deduction you want, but only one that is possible. And since it is 
not determined when these people are taking contraries and when 
they are taking the original conclusions—for when making state- 
ments on their own, they often state contrary things and, having 
initially refused something, grant it later on; therefore, when they 
are asked for contraries or for the initial thesis they often consent— 
poor arguments are bound to result. The guilty party is the an- 
swerer who does not grant something but then grants something 
else of that sort. 

It is evident, then, that questioners and arguments should not be 
criticized in the same way. 

There are five criticisms of an argument in itself. The first criti- 
cism applies whenever, from the premisses asked, neither what was 
proposed nor anything else at all is concluded (the premisses used 
to get the conclusion being false or unacceptable, either all or most 
of them), and the conclusion does not come about either when 
some premisses are taken away, or when some are added, or when 
some are taken away and others added. The second criticism ap- 
plies if the deduction is not about the thesis (and is from the sorts 
of premisses, and in the same way, as mentioned before). The third 
criticism applies if a deduction does come about with certain 
premisses added, but these are inferior to the ones asked for and 
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less acceptable than the conclusion. Again, if one comes about with 
certain premisses taken away (for sometimes more premisses are 
taken than those necessary, so that it is not in virtue of their being 
so that the deduction comes about). Next, if it is from premisses 
more unacceptable and less convincing than the conclusion. Or, if 
it is from premisses which are true but require more work to 
demonstrate than the problem. 

One should not expect the deductions of all problems to be 
equally acceptable and convincing. For just by nature, some things 
sought are easier and others harder, so that if (the questioner) has 
brought it to a conclusion from the most acceptable premisses 
possible, then he has argued well. It is evident, then, that the same 
criticism also does not apply to an argument in relation to the 
problem under consideration and in itself. For nothing prevents 
the argument being worthy of blame in itself but praiseworthy in 
relation to the problem. Or again, conversely, (it may be) praise- 
worthy in itself but worthy of blame in relation to the problem— 
when it is easy to conclude it from many acceptable premisses, and 
even from true ones. Sometimes, an argument which comes to a 
conclusion might even be worse than an argument which does 
not—when the former is concluded from simple-minded premisses 
(though the problem is not of that sort), the latter is in need of 
certain premisses which are acceptable and true, and the argument 
does not lie in these additional premisses. 

It is not right to criticize arguments which conclude a truth 
through falsehoods. For a falsehood must always be deduced 
through falsehoods, but it is sometimes also possible to deduce a 
truth through falsehoods. This is evident from the Analytics. 

When the argument stated is a demonstration of something, then 
if there is something else not related in any way to the conclusion, 
it will not be a deduction about that; and if it should appear to be, 
then it will be a sophism, not a demonstration. 

[A ‘philosopheme’ is a demonstrative deduction, an ‘epichei- 
reme’ is a dialectical deduction, a ‘sophism’ is a contentious 
deduction, and an ‘aporeme’ is a dialectical deduction of a 
contradiction. ] 

If something is proved from premisses both of which appear to 
be so, but not to the same degree, then nothing prevents what is 
proved from appearing so more than either of the premisses. But if 
one premiss should seem so and the other should be indifferent, or 
if one should seem so and the other should seem not so, then if 
these are to the same degree, (the conclusion) would be equally 
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believed as disbelieved; but if one of these is to a greater degree, 
(the conclusion) will follow the one that is greater. 

And then there is this error in deductions: when someone proves 
through longer steps though it could be done through fewer ones 
which are actually present in the argument. Suppose e.g. that to 
prove one opinion is more so than another, a questioner were to 
argue: ‘Each thing itself is such to the highest degree; there is a 
truly opinable itself; thus, it will be so to a higher degree than the 
particular opinables; that which is so called in relation to the more 
so is more so; there is a true opinion itself, which will be more 
precise than the particular opinions.’ But he asked for the 
premisses that there is a true opinion itself and that each thing itself 
is such to the highest degree. Consequently, this opinion is a more 
precise opinion. But what is the fault? Surely, that that on which 
the argument rests makes us overlook the cause. 


CHAPTER 12 


An argument is obvious in one sense (the most popular one) if it is 
brought to a conclusion in such a way that nothing further need be 
asked. In another way—and this type is most correctly so called— 
when the premisses obtained are those from which it is necessary 
for it to be deduced and it is concluded through conclusions. Next, 
if something extremely acceptable is missing. 

An argument is called ‘false’ in four ways. One way is when it 
appears to come to a conclusion though it does not do so (which is 
called a contentious deduction). Another way is when it comes to a 
conclusion but not one relevant to what was proposed (which hap- 
pens most to those leading to the impossible). Or, it comes to a 
conclusion relevant to what was proposed, but yet not in accord- 
ance with the appropriate study (and this is when it appears to be 
medical though it is not medical, or geometrical though it is not 
geometrical, or dialectical though it is not dialectical), whether 
what follows is false or true. In another way, if it is concluded 
through falsehoods. The conclusion of such an argument will some- 
times be false but sometimes true: for a falsehood is always 
concluded through falsehoods, but it is possible for a truth to 
be concluded even though not from truths, as was also stated 
earlier. 

Now, for an argument to be false is a fault of the speaker more 
than of the argument—and it is not even a fault of the speaker in 
every case, but only when he is not aware of it—since, considering 
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the argument just in itself, we approve it more than many true ones, 
if starting with premisses which seem so to the highest degree it 
rejects some truth. For if the argument is of this sort, then it is a 
demonstration of other truths: for one of the premisses must not be 
so at all, so that it will be a demonstration of this. But if the 
argument were to conclude a truth through false, and extremely 
silly, premisses, it would be worse than many which deduce a 
falsehood (and it might be like this even if it concluded a false- 
hood). Consequently, it is clear that the first point of examination 
of an argument on its own is whether it comes to a conclusion; the 
second is whether this is true or false; and the third is from what 
sorts of premisses. For if it is from false but acceptable premisses, it 
is a logical argument; if from true but unacceptable premisses, it is 
a poor one; and if the premisses are both false and extremely 
unacceptable, then it is clear that it is a poor argument, either 
without qualification or in application to the subject. 


CHAPTER 13 


How it is that the questioner asks for the initial thing and for 
contraries has been explained in accordance with the truth in 
the Analytics; now, this should be explained in accordance with 
opinion. 

People appear to ask for the initial thing in five ways. The most 
obvious, and the first, is if someone asks for the very thing which 
needs to be proved. In the case of the statement itself, it is not easy 
to get by with this, but it is more likely in the case of synonyms and 
those cases in which a word and a phrase signify the same thing. 
The second is when someone needing to demonstrate a particular 
asks for a universal, e.g. trying to show that there is a single science 
of contraries, he claims the premiss that there is a single knowledge 
of opposites. For he appears to be asking for what he needed to 
prove by itself, together with other additional things. Third, if 
someone proposing to prove a universal should ask for a particular, 
e.g. if, proposing to prove this about all contraries, he claims it 
about these certain contraries. For this person also appears to be 
asking for that which—with additional things—he needed to prove, 
apart by itself. Next, if someone divides up the problem in asking, 
e.g. if, needing to prove that medicine is of the healthy and the 
diseased, he should claim each of them separately. Or, if someone 
should ask for one or the other of premisses which necessarily 
follow from each other, e.g. asking for the premiss that the side is 


37 


20 


25 


30 


35 


163" 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


163° 


163* TOPICS 


incommensurable with the diagonal when it is required to demon- 
strate that the diagonal is incommensurable with the side. 

People ask for contraries in the same number of ways as they do 
the initial thing. First, if someone should ask for an opposed asser- 
tion and denial; second, contraries according to an opposition, e.g. 
(calling) the same thing good and evil; third, if someone who has 
claimed a universal should ask for its contradictory in the case of 
particulars (e.g. if, having obtained (the premiss) that there is a 
single knowledge of contraries, he were to claim that there is a 
different knowledge of the healthy and of the diseased; or if, having 
asked for the latter, he should attempt to get the contradictory in 
the case of the universal); next, if someone should ask for the 
contrary to what results of necessity because of the things sup- 
posed; and if someone were not to obtain the opposites themselves 
but should ask for two (sets of) premisses such that from them the 
Opposing contradiction arises. 

Getting contraries differs from getting the initial thing in that the 
error in the latter case is in relation to the conclusion (for that is 
what we look to in saying that someone asks for the initial thing), 
whereas in the case of contraries it is within the premisses, in virtue 
of their being in a certain relationship to one another. 


CHAPTER 14 


For the sake of exercise and practice in such arguments, you should 
first become accustomed to converting arguments. For in this way 
we shall be better able to deal with whatever is said, and also in 
learning a few arguments we shall learn many. Now, to convert is to 
reject one of the premisses given by taking the reverse of the 
conclusion along with the other premisses asked. For it is neces- 
sary, if the conclusion is not so, for some one of the premisses to be 
rejected, since it was necessary for the conclusion to be so when 
they were all conceded. 

And for every thesis, investigate the means of attack both for 
showing that it is so and for showing that it is not so; and as soon as 
you have found one, at once look for its solution. For in this way, 
one will simultaneously get exercise both for asking and for an- 
swering; and even if we do not have anyone to practice with, we can 
do this on our own. Also, select the lines of attack concerning the 
same thesis and set them out alongside each other. For it makes 
one very adept at giving compelling arguments, and in addition 
provides a great support in refuting, when one is readily equipped 
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to argue both that it is so and that it is not so (for in consequence 
{one’s opponent) must be on guard against arguments from con- 
trary directions). And also, when it comes to knowledge and the 
wisdom that comes from philosophy, being able to discern—or 
already having discerned—the consequences of either assumption 
is no small instrument: for it remains to choose one or the other of 
these rightly. In order to do that, one must be naturally gifted, and 
this is what it is to be naturally gifted with respect to truth: to be 
able properly to choose the true and avoid the false. This is just 
what the naturally good are able to do, for it is by loving and hating 
in the right way whatever is presented to them that they judge well 
what is best. 

For those problems which arise most often to deal with, you 
should learn arguments by heart (and especially about the first 
theses: for in the case of these, answerers often give up in despair). 
Next, you should be ready with definitions and have both accept- 
able and primary premisses at your fingertips, for it is through these 
that deductions come about. You should also try to master those 
(problems) under which other arguments most often fall. For just as 
in geometry it is useful to have gone through exercises with the 
elements, or as in arithmetic having the multiplication table at your 
fingertips makes a great difference when figuring a multiple of 
some other number, so too in the case of arguments are having 
things at your fingertips when it comes to the starting-points and 
learning premisses until they are on the tip of your tongue. For just 
as in the art of remembering, the mere mention of the places 
instantly makes us recall the things, so these will make us more apt 
at deductions through looking to these defined premisses in order 
of enumeration. And it is a common premiss rather than an argu- 
ment which should be committed to memory, for being ready with 
a starting-point—that is, assumption—is a matter of manageable 
difficulty. 

Next, get accustomed to making one argument into many, like 

- people who are concealing with the greatest of obscurity: an argu- 
ment would be of that sort if someone stands off as far as possible 
from things of the same kind as what the argument is about. Those 
will be powerful arguments that can undergo this to the most 
universal degree, e.g. that there is not a single science of several 
things: for so stated, it will apply to relatives, contraries, or co- 
ordinates. 

You should make your memorized accounts of arguments uni- 
versal, even if they were argued as particulars. For in this way, it 
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will also be possible to make the one argument into many. (The 
same also holds in the case of rhetoric for enthymemes.) But you 
should for your part avoid as much as possible letting arguments 
tend towards a universal. And you should always examine argu- 
ments to see whether they are arguing about common things. For 
all arguments that argue to a particular conclusion also argue uni- 
versally, and the demonstration of a universal is present in the 
particular deduction because it is not possible to deduce anything 
without universals. 

Exercise with those apt at induction should be assigned to a 
beginner; exercise with those apt at deduction to someone experi- 
enced. And try to take premisses from those apt at. deduction, 
examples from those apt at induction. For it is in this that each 
has been exercised. In general, try to bring away from any argu- 
mentative exercise session either a deduction about something, or 
a solution, or an objection, or whether someone said something 
correctly or incorrectly (whether yourself or someone else), and 
the reason why in either case: for these are what the ability comes 
from, and exercising is for the sake of ability. This especially con- 
cerns premisses and objections. For, in a word, the dialectical per- 
son is the one who can put forward and object. Putting forward 
propositions is making many things into one (for in general that 
one thing must be obtained to which the argument is directed), 
while objecting is making one thing many (for he either divides or 
rejects, granting one of the things put forward but not another). 

You should not argue with everybody or practise with just any- 
one you happen to encounter. For with some people, arguments 
necessarily become bad. For against someone who tries at all costs 
to make it appear that he is escaping, it is right to try at all costs to 
deduce, but it is not seemly. This is why you should not lightly enter 
into contests with just anyone you meet: the level of argument is 
bound to degenerate, for even people engaged in exercises are 
unable to resist arguing contentiously. 

You should also have arguments already made up for the sorts of 
problem concerning which, being ready with the smallest number 
of arguments, we will have those useful for the greatest number 
(these are the universal arguments). And in addition, (have already 
made up) those it is too difficult to come up with out of what is 
available on the spot. 
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100*18-21. The Topics is a practical treatise: from the beginning, Aristo- 
tle tells us that his purpose is to find a ‘method’ (methodos) that will give 
us a certain capacity. Only the Rhetoric and On Sophistical Refutations 
(which is really an appendix to the Topics) are comparably oriented to- 
wards a practical goal, and neither takes such pains to stress the point. 
Despite this practical orientation, however, Aristotle’s distinctive concerns 
with theoretical understanding and classification soon manifest them- 
selves. Much of the treatise (especially Book VIII) is concerned with a very 
specific kind of ‘gymnastic’ argumentation which appears to have been 
Aristotle’s inheritance rather than his invention. He also received from 
tradition a substantial vocabulary of technical terms and a significant 
armory of strategies concerning this practice. However, he continually 
subjects this inheritance to reworking and revision, sometimes drastic; as in 
the Rhetoric, Aristotle takes what may have been a skill defined by rules of 
thumb and practical maxims and undertakes to transform it into an art 
based on a scientific understanding of its subject-matter. Thus, when he 
proposes as his project the finding of a ‘method’ which will enable us to 
construct deductions about ‘any problem that is proposed’, he is (as it 
seems to me) making a deliberately grandiose claim, not dissimilar in 
scope to the vast sweep he sees for the procedures of the Prior Analytics in 
that work (1. 30). 

This opening sentence is thick with technical vocabulary. Aristotle de- 
fines several of the most important terms later, but a few explanations may 
be useful here: 

‘Study’: the word is pragmateia, which (like ‘study’) can mean both the 
activity of investigating a subject and a written work giving the results of 
such an investigation. 

‘Method’ (methodos): our word ‘method’ not only descends from this 
term but also translates it well, with certain caveats. Methodos is derived 
from hodos, ‘road’: by its etymology it could mean ‘following on the road 
after’, ‘pursuit’, though this sense does not seem to appear until well after 
Aristotle. He most commonly uses it interchangeably with pragmateia to 
mean both a subject studied and a written account of such a study. A 
broadly similar pair of meanings exists in English: a ‘piano method’ is both 
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a series of lessons teaching one to play the piano and a set of books 
containing those lessons. 

‘Deduce’ (sullogizesthai), ‘deduction’ (sullogismos): these are the ances- 
tors of our words ‘syllogize’, ‘syllogism’, but those descendants make bad 
translations. The problem is this: although Aristotle defines a sullogismos 
both here and elsewhere in rather general terms to mean, approximately, 
‘valid argument’, he also tries to establish (in the Prior Analytics) that 
every valid argument can be analysed into one of a certain number of 
forms, or perhaps a combination of those forms: these forms are today 
referred to as ‘categorical syllogisms’, or simply ‘syllogisms’ (Aristotle 
himself usually calls these ‘the deductions in the figures’). Thus, to use this 
as a translation is seriously misleading, since the English term usually 
suggests this narrower meaning (it also has the unfortunate result, in 
connection with the Prior Analytics, of trivializing Aristotle’s claim, ar- 
gued for at great length, that every valid argument can be ‘reduced’ to a 
syllogism). Note that in the argumentative context presupposed by the 
Topics, a sullogismos is normally a deduction of the contradictory of one’s 
opponent’s position, or a deduction of an outright self-contradiction from 
one’s opponent’s premisses, in each case put together by asking questions. 

‘Acceptable’ (endoxos): translation of this term has been the subject of 
much scholarly controversy. As I interpret it, it is in fact a relative term: a 
proposition is endoxos with respect to some definite group of persons, 
whether it be the public generally, or the community of experts, or some- 
one famous. Aristotle discusses it more a few lines later. 

‘Submit to argument’ (hupechein logon) is what the person who answers 
questions in a dialectical exchange is said to do. Translators differ as to 
what further sense to give it: ‘putting forward an argument’, ‘sustaining an 
argument’. But like many of Aristotle’s terms concerning argument, this 
one had an established use in law, where it generally meant having to 
undergo something (a penalty, a trial, a requirement of giving an account). 
In VIII. 4 we read that the questioner’s goal is to ‘appear to do something 
to’ the answerer, while the answerer’s goal is to ‘appear not to suffer 
anything’ (159*30-2). Thus, to ‘submit to argument’ is to allow oneself to 
be put to a kind of test. 

‘Inconsistent’ (hupenantion). This often indicates points of conflict in a 
group of statements of opinion, e.g. apparent inconsistencies in Homer 
(Poet. 146153, etc.) or contradictions among the opinions held by other 
philosophers on a subject (De An. 40922, De Cael. 280°6, GA 718°36, GC. 
323°26). In the latter sense, it is virtually the same as aporéma, ‘puzzle’. 
Some translators suppose hupenantion to mean ‘self-contradictory’, but 
this seems to me inaccurate on two points. First, Aristotle is probably 
thinking more of a conclusion that is inconsistent with some previously 
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conceded premiss than of a self-contradictory conclusion. Second, as other 
contexts show, answerers should be worried about intrinsically absurd or 
implausible conclusions as well as about internal consistency. 

According to VIII. 4, the questioner’s goal in an exchange is to force out 
of the answerer the most implausible consequences that can be derived 
from the answerer’s chosen thesis; the answerer’s goal is not so much to 
avoid these consequences as to make it clear that they are the result of the 
thesis and not his handling of the argument. We do not find that distinction 
present here. Aristotle may therefore be thinking of the general aim of 
anyone acting as answerer in any sort of dialectical exchange, not just a 
formal bout of gymnastic dialectic. For that wider context, a dialectical art 
should teach how to avoid being forced into accepting conclusions that are 
inconsistent either with one’s expressed opinions or with what is generally 
accepted. 

‘Different varieties’: Aristotle actually says ‘differences’ (diaphorai), but 
this term also has the technical sense ‘differentia’. The sense is ‘what the 
differences of the various species of deductions are’. 


100*25-101°4. The most important of Aristotle’s logical notions is that of 
the deduction (sullogismos). His definition here, like the virtually identical 
one in the Prior Analytics (24°18-20), comes close to embracing any sort of 
valid argument (see also SE 164°27—-16572, 168°21-2; Rhet. 1356°16-18), 
though it probably differs in some points from standard modern logical 
usage. To begin with, Aristotle specifies that ‘what results’ must be differ- 
ent from any of the premisses; thus, ‘p; g; therefore, p’ would fail to be a 
deduction. The Greek commentators also say that the plural tethenton 
(‘certain things being supposed’) rules out deductions with a single prem- 
iss. That may be Aristotle’s meaning: he says that nothing ‘results of 
necessity’ from a single premiss (An. Pr. I. 23, 40°35~-6; II. 2, 53°16~20). On 
the other hand, the Prior Analytics makes important use of conversion 
inferences (e.g. inferring ‘No B is an A’ from ‘No A is a B’), and these 
appear to be single-premiss arguments. More significantly here, many of 
the inference-patterns found in Top. II-VII can plausibly be construed as 
one-premiss arguments (see Introduction). Top. I. 12 recognizes only two 
kinds of dialectical arguments, namely, deductions and inductions; Aristo- 
tle has no separate term for ‘valid arguments that are not sullogismoi’. 
‘Supposed’ (tethent6n, keimendn): Aristotle commonly uses the verbs 
tithenai (‘put’) and keisthai (which functions as the perfect passive of 
tithenai) of the premisses of arguments. Perhaps the most accurate account 
of their meaning here is ‘taken as premisses of an argument’ or ‘considered 
in order to see what follows of necessity from them’, despite its appearance 
of circularity. It is not easy to give a better explanation without explaining 
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what logical consequence is, that is, without propounding a philosophy of 
logic. In the context of the Topics, tithenai most often is used of the 
answerer in a dialectical exchange, with the meaning ‘concede’ (i.e. ‘reply 
affirmatively to a premiss advanced by the questioner’). At least for a 
dialectical deduction, then, we might gloss ‘supposed’ with ‘conceded’. 
However, it is an important insight of Aristotle’s that whether the conclu- 
sion of an argument follows of necessity from its premisses does not 
depend on the form in which the argument is presented or the use to which 
it is being put (see An. Pr. I. 1). 

‘Results of necessity through them’: this is Aristotle’s characteristic way 
of expressing the relation of logical consequence. The first step for any 
student in logic is to understand the difference between ‘X is necessary’ 
and ‘X is a necessary consequence of Y’: the latter neither asserts Y nor 
asserts that X is necessary. The phrase ‘through them’ may serve to restrict 
the definition to arguments in which the conclusion follows from the 
premisses alone, i.e. arguments in which nothing else is tacitly presupposed 
(modern usage sometimes calls such arguments ‘enthymemes’). (There 
may be an explicit recognition of this in the remark in An. Pr. I. 32 (47°33- 
5) that ‘the necessary is more extensive than the sullogismos’.) 


100°27-'23. Aristotle now gives brief discussions of three species of 
arguments: demonstration (apodeixis), dialectical deduction (sullogismos 
dialektikos), and contentious deduction (eristikos sullogismos). Demon- 
strations are discussed at great length in the Posterior Analytics, while 
contentious deductions are the subject of On Sophistical Refutations 
(which is an appendix to the Topics). It is tempting to say that a demonstra- 
tion is a deduction which makes its conclusion known by deducing it from 
known (and therefore true) premisses; likewise, it is tempting to gloss 
‘contentious’ with ‘fallacious’. Aristotle’s actual characterizations, how- 
ever, are somewhat more complex. Before considering them, it will be 
useful to take note of some basic points about arguments and their 
premisses. 

First, there is a connection between validity and truth. If a valid argu- 
ment has true premisses, then its conclusion must also be true. This con- 
nection may be seen as definitional: on most accounts, what it means to say 
that an argument is valid is that it cannot have true premisses and a false 
conclusion (thus, whatever follows from true premisses is true). We may 
call this the semantic picture of validity. 

Arguments also have a doxastic dimension, however, and are frequently 
offered as vehicles of persuasion. If an argument is to persuade, it must 
make an appeal of this form: ‘You accept these premisses; therefore, you 
must accept this conclusion’. In such a case, what is important is not the 
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truth of the premisses—at least not directly—but the fact that they are 
believed. Likewise, the persuasiveness of an argument turns on whether its 
audience believes its conclusion to follow from its premisses, not whether 
it actually does follow. False premisses which I believe will be useful in 
persuading me; true ones I do not believe will not. Similarly, premisses will 
be useful in getting me to believe a conclusion only if I believe that 
conclusion follows from them. Put briefly: whatever is (believed to be) 
deduced from believed premisses is believed. 

This last generalization says something about how we behave as 
epistemic subjects, for obviously it must be relative to a particular believer. 
We often have false beliefs, including false beliefs about what follows from 
what, and we may think that an argument is valid when it is not. If we 
consider inferences just as dispositions to assent to certain conclusions 
after having assented to certain premisses, then perhaps the study of 
persuasive arguments is ultimately a matter for psychology. However, 
inferential beliefs are not—or at least need not be—mere blind disposi- 
tions to behave. Instead, they presuppose a connection with truth, specifi- 
cally, the belief that if the premisses are true then the conclusion must be 
true. Validity, semantically defined, is thus what we aim at in our inferen- 
tial beliefs, and it serves as their normative goal. If an argument is valid, 
then a disposition to infer its conclusion from its premisses is rational; if 
an argument is invalid, then the analogous disposition is irrational. If we 
discover that we have dispositions to infer conclusions from premisses 
which do not really necessitate them, then in order to be rational we must 
change those dispositions. 

This leads to an important connection between deduction and knowl- 
edge. Whatever else philosophers might wish to say about knowledge, 
most have taken it as obvious that what is known must be both true and 
believed. The fact that truth and belief are both transmitted by valid 
arguments thus makes validity especially relevant to knowledge: the argu- 
ment’s validity and the truth of its premisses imply the truth of its conclu- 
sion, while my beliefs that the premisses are true and that the argument is 
valid lead to my belief that the conclusion is true. In brief: whatever is 
known to follow from known premisses is known. An argument which 
functions in this way, leading to knowledge of its conclusion on the basis of 
knowledge of its premisses, is a proof or justification. 

In the Posterior Analytics Aristotle says that a demonstration is a deduc- 
tion such that ‘we have knowledge in virtue of possessing it’ (71>18-19). 
An. Post. I proceeds to discuss in detail the structure of this type of 
knowledge (for which Aristotle reserves the term epistémé). He enumer- 
ates some six properties which the premisses of a deduction must have if it 
is to be a demonstration: they must be true, ‘primary’, ‘immediate’ 
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(amesoi), prior to the conclusion, ‘better known’ than the conclusion, and 
the cause or explanation of the conclusion’s truth. These properties (to 
which An. Post. I. 4 adds necessity) will ensure that the demonstration is a 
‘deduction producing scientific knowledge’, which Aristotle explains as a 
matter of knowing the cause why the conclusion must be as it is. From this 
definition, Aristotle then argues that the ‘starting-points’ (archai) on which 
demonstrations depend must have other properties. In particular, they 
must themselves be incapable of demonstration and, since Aristotle iden- 
tifies scientific knowledge (epistémé) with knowledge that results from 
demonstration, they must be known in some other way that provides even 
more ‘trustworthiness’ or ‘conviction’ (pistis) than demonstration (An. 
Post. I. 2, 7225-4). An Aristotelian demonstration, then, is a proof of a 
special sort, from premisses meeting a series of additional conditions. 

Top. 100°27-9 does reflect some of this: the phrase ‘true and primary’ 
corresponds exactly to An. Post. I. 2, and Aristotle’s later explanation of 
the phrase in 100730-°21 not only attributes an inherent trustworthiness 
(pistis) to what is true and primary but also calls such premisses ‘starting- 
points’ (archai). We might try to see more by taking the remark that one 
‘should not seek further the reason why’ in connection with these starting- 
points as an allusion to the causal role of demonstrative premisses in the 
Posterior Analytics. However, what the Topics says is not that the starting- 
points must be causes, but rather that one must not seek their causes. 

What is the meaning of the statement that true and primary propositions 
‘get their trustworthiness through themselves’? In the Posterior Analytics 
Aristotle holds that demonstrations must rest on undemonstrated first 
premisses (or otherwise there is an infinite regress of premisses, with no 
beginning). However, he stops short of saying that these first premisses 
must be self-evident or obvious in some way that transcends proof. The 
term I translate ‘trustworthiness’ is pistis, which can mean ‘trust’ (of per- 
sons), ‘belief’, or ‘conviction’ (of propositions). It is possible that Aristotle 
uses it to indicate some intrinsic epistemic quality of first premisses, for 
instance a kind of indubitability. However, in rhetoric and in forensic 
oratory pistis had the semi-technical sense ‘proof’, i.e. argument or evi- 
dence used to prove something (Rhet. 1354°13, elsewhere). Aristotle also 
uses the phrase Jambanein pistin to mean ‘obtain a proof’ (frequently in 
De Cael. 279°33, 277°9, 283°30, 287°31; Met. 1090°3; Mete. 372°32). If that is 
the sense Aristotle has in mind, then he may mean that the premisses 
of demonstrations constitute, on their own, proofs or evidence for other 
propositions. 

There is another interpretation worth considering. Aristotle frequently 
differentiates demonstration and dialectical argument on the grounds that 
demonstrations ‘take’ their premisses whereas dialectical deductions ‘ask’ 
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them (see e.g. An. Pr. I. 1 and the Commentary on 10128-36 below). This 
difference of form reflects a difference in purpose. Demonstrations take 
their premisses as established and seek to establish their conclusion from 
them, whereas dialectical arguments treat them merely as hypothetical and 
seek to explore what follows from them. Aristotle’s point, then, may be 
just this: ‘Unlike a dialectical deduction, a demonstration must take its 
premisses as established; therefore, they must actually be established, 
either on their own merit or through some other kind of proof.’ 

Since the main subject of the Topics is dialectical argument, not demon- 
stration, it is probably unwise to press comparisons on this point with the 
Posterior Analytics too far. 


100*30—-'19. ‘have attained [eiléphen: perfect] the starting-point of 
knowledge about themselves through some primary and true premisses’: 
most interpreters take this to mean ‘have previously been demonstrated’. 
Such an interpretation comports well with the deductive structure pre- 
sented in Euclid’s Elements and in the precursors of it which may have 
existed as early as Aristotle’s time in the Academy: a science proves its 
theorems in systematic order, first establishing the simplest theorems and 
then using them as premisses from which to prove more complex ones. 
(But it is curious that Aristotle takes little if any note of this structure in the 
Posterior Analytics, speaking instead as if every demonstration must rely 
on indemonstrable starting-points.) Note that it is the premisses of the 
demonstration which are said to have ‘attained the starting-point of knowl- 
edge about themselves’. This may reflect a conception of a demonstration 
as providing a foundation for its conclusion by linking that conclusion up 
with its explanatory principles: it is the conclusion demonstrated which 
‘reaches’ these starting-points, and the demonstration is the means 
through which it does this. (The perfect ei/éphen could indicate having 
entered into, and remained in, a certain state: as a result of prior demon- 
stration, these premisses join the ranks of the permanently established.) 


100°23-5. In effect, Aristotle defines a contentious deduction as a 
counterfeit dialectical deduction, that is, something which appears to be 
a dialectical deduction but is not. Such a counterfeit can take two forms: 
either a deduction with merely apparently acceptable premisses or a 
merely apparent deduction with acceptable premisses. (Of course, a single 
contentious deduction might exhibit both vices.) As Aristotle notes, the 
first sort of contentious deduction is a species of deduction, whereas the 
second sort is not, just as fake pearls are not pearls. In modern terminol- 
ogy, contentious deductions of the second sort are invalid. There is no 
standard modern term describing the vice of the first sort of contentious 
deduction, but we might see an analogy with those that are valid but 
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unsound (i.e. have at least one false premiss). In each case, the vice in 
question is not a mere lack but an actual counterfeit, deceptively passing 
for its corresponding virtue. 

What is it about contentious arguments that brings about these decep- 
tive appearances? In most cases, it will be a matter of their form. Gener- 
ally, we recognize valid arguments to be valid by recognizing them to be 
instances of forms which are valid, that is, which can never be instantiated 
by true premisses and a false conclusion. However, there are forms of 
argument which people are often inclined to think valid even though they 
are not. We usually call these fallacies. A contentious argument of the 
second sort is a fallacy put to a certain deceptive use: the contentious 
reasoner propounding it will generally know it is invalid, but his victim will 
not. 

The first question to arise about contentious arguments of the first sort, 
genuine deductions with merely apparently acceptable premisses, is: what 
is it for a premiss to be only apparently acceptable? As we learn in the next 
sentence, it is again form that causes the misleading appearance. 


100°26-10rr. ‘not everything which appears to be acceptable’: these 
lines, which have proved difficult for interpreters, shed light on the notion 
of an apparently acceptable premiss, but they do so rather indirectly. The 
reason, as so often in the Topics, is that Aristotle was writing for an 
audience already familiar with dialectical practices and terminology, not 
for us. Aristotle’s contemporaries were familiar with a whole collection of 
argumentative puzzles (such as those displayed in Plato’s Euthydemus) 
which often turn on getting people to accept trick premisses. Many of these 
are such that, once the trick has been sprung, it is obvious how it works and 
equally obvious that the initial premiss should not have been conceded. 
Consider an example: ‘What you have not lost, you have; you have not lost 
horns; therefore, you have horns.’ The problem with this argument is 
not that it is invalid but that its first premiss is false. To be caught by the 
trick, I must first concede this premiss, which I might do because it has a 
certain superficial plausibility; on reflection (or after seeing what follows 
from it), I realize that I do not believe it after all, even though at first I 
thought | did. 

Of course, once I have caught on to the trick, the offending premiss no 
longer even appears to me to be something I accept. Thus, what appears to 
be acceptable is not only relative to a particular person but also subject to 
modification. This gives rise to a problem. On any plausible view of accept- 
ability, what is actually acceptable could well change in the same way: the 
wise, and even the many, gradually change their views in the light of 
experience, fashion, or other influences. Especially for those who engage 
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in dialectical argument, one of those influences can be the discovery that 
some belief leads to absurdity or contradiction. If, for instance, I am 
thoroughly persuaded by Zeno’s arguments concerning motion, then I will 
decide that, though I at first inclined to accept the proposition “There is 
motion’, I now realize that I do not accept it at all. A contentious argument 
could bring about a change in what I accept in just the same way: the only 
difference is in how quickly I come to make the required adjustment. To 
put the point another way, what counts as a contentious argument for the 
quick-witted might constitute genuine dialectical inquiry for the obtuse. 
We are thus left without a clear distinction between the dialectical and the 
contentious. 

Aristotle might try to solve this by appealing to another distinction. 
Contentious argument, as he thinks of it, is deceptive. Those who lie differ 
from those who are sincerely mistaken in that they believe what they say is 
false; likewise, those who argue contentiously give arguments which they 
realize are flawed. But this again implies that one and the same argument 
might be contentious or dialectical, depending on the logical insight of its 
propounder. 

Aristotle does not take note of these issues here because his purpose is 
to discuss dialectical rather than contentious arguments: he reserves the 
latter for a more extensive treatment in On Sophistical Refutations (see in 
particular SE 8, SE to). 


Lo1*5~17. This passage takes note of a problem in Aristotle’s classifica- 
tion of arguments. The word I translate ‘fallacy’ (paralogismos) carries an 
implication of deliberate trickery which ‘fallacy’ does not: its cognate verb 
paralogizesthai commonly means ‘cheat’ or ‘embezzle’ (though Aristotle 
does occasionaly use it of people who have simply made errors in reason- 
ing, e.g. Melissus and Zeno in Phys. I. 3). In-On Sophistical Refutations, 
fallacies are contentious deductions of the second variety as defined above: 
invalid arguments that appear to be valid. 

Now, Aristotle sees a problem with a particular variety of deceptive 
reasoning that he describes as ‘based on [ek, which often indicates the 
premisses of an argument] what is appropriate to specific sciences’. His 
illustration is highly specific. A geometrical proof, for the Greeks, was 
usually closely connected with a diagram, so much so that graphein, ‘draw’, 
can mean simply ‘prove’ (i.e. by drawing a diagram). A trick ‘proof’ for 
some impossible result can sometimes be constructed by drawing a dia- 
gram which is actually impossible, e.g. represents certain lines as intersect- 
ing which cannot actually intersect, or cannot intersect as represented (it 
may help to draw many irrelevant lines so as to make it harder to see what 
is going on: cf. VIII. 1, 157*1-5). The propounder of such a puzzle is a 
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‘false-drawer’ or ‘fake-diagrammer’ (pseudographos). We meet with these 
characters a few times in the Topics, and in SE 11 (see Excerpt C), but 
nowhere else in Aristotle, and there is scarely any mention of them in 
other sources except Aristotle’s commentators. It is therefore impossible 
to say with certainty who these ‘false-drawers’ were and what the purpose 
of their activity might have been—geometers devising puzzles to discomfit 
their colleagues? Philosophers trying to undermine the pretences of geom- 
etry? Mere puzzle-mongers? 

For Aristotle, the problem is that, unlike contentious reasoners, these 
people actually use geometrical principles in their puzzles. This means that 
their arguments only work within the sphere of geometry, and indeed only 
for people with at least some geometrical knowledge. Now Aristotle is 
often at pains to emphasize the complete generality of application of 
dialectical and contentious argumentation to any subject matter (cf. SE 
11), and he also holds that for this reason both skills are content-free or 
topic-neutral: I do not have to know anything at all about a science in order 
to produce dialectical arguments concerning it. But fake-diagrammers 
seem instead to rely on the very science they try to undermine. 

After raising the question where these arguments fit in his classification, 
Aristotle does not answer it. For a more complete statement of his view, 
we must turn to On Sophistical Refutations, the principal subject of which 
is contentious arguments. There, we find Aristotle taking great pains to 
explain why the pseudographos is not a contentious reasoner: see SE 9 and 
SE 11 for more on the relationships among the pseudographos, the conten- 
tious reasoner, and the dialectician. 


ror*18-24. ‘capturing them in an outline’: ‘outline’ (tupos) refers to im- 
ages stamped on coins or engraved on gems. Such pictures have just 
enough detail to permit one to recognize their originals; in the same way, 
Aristotle explains, his present sketch is only supposed to be a superficial 
one, with just enough detail to permit the user of his method to recognize 
the various types of deduction. The ‘exact account’ (akribés logos) con- 
cerning any subject would be a scientific study that offered causes and 
explanations. Aristotle explicitly says that he is not aiming at an explana- 
tory account of deductions and is only providing a sort of field-guide that 
will enable its users to classify arguments for practical purposes. This has 
important consequences for our interpretation of the various definitions in 
the Topics: we cannot assume that Aristotle would regard any of them as 
truly explanatory. But neither should we take him to mean that the ‘out- 
line’ account is in any way false: a ‘definition’ intended to aid in recogniz- 
ing a thing and a scientific definition intended to capture its essence serve 
different purposes and may in consequence require different formulations. 
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In the case of demonstrations, the present ‘outline’ only says enough to 
indicate how dialectical arguments differ from them; the ‘exact account’ of 
this species of argument is to be found in the Posterior Analytics. The other 
species of deduction Aristotle mentions, apart from the dialectical deduc- 
tions which are his present subject, are contentious arguments and the 
class of technical fallacies, each of which is discussed in On Sophistical 
Refutations. Since Aristotle’s references elsewhere to it make it clear that 
he thought of this as part of the Topics and not a separate treatise, some 
scholars conclude that On Sophistical Refutations is a later appendix to the 
Topics and not part of its original conception. 

There is another sort of ‘exact account’ of deductions in general in the 
Prior Analytics. Though Aristotle clearly asserts that this theory applies to 
all arguments, dialectical as well as demonstrative (see An. Pr. II. 23, 68°8- 
14), the Topics shows no awareness of it. This has been taken as evidence 
that the Topics antedates the theories in the Analytics; but even if that is 
the case, we would still need to ask why Aristotle did not care to revise the 
Topics in the light of his later theory. It seems to me that the practical 
orientation of the Topics would be a sufficient explanation for Aristotle’s 
silence about his theory of inference, whether or not it postdates the 
Topics: the art of dialectic is a practical art, whereas the contents of An. Pr. 
I are ill adapted to the practical business of discovering arguments. It is no 
more to be expected that he should include a discussion of his theory of 
validity in such a practical manual than that a modern logician should feel 
compelled to give a full account of first-order theory in a textbook of 
informal logic. 


CHAPTER 2 


1025-7. ‘Exercise’ (gumnasia): not some general sort of ‘mental exer- 
cise’ for the sharpening of wits, but debating contests of a specific type (the 
details emerge in Book VIII). To ‘attack’ (epicheirein: literally, ‘lay hands 
on’) is, in the technical vocabulary of dialectical disputation, to take the 
role of the questioner. Since the attacker aims at deducing something 
unacceptable from the respondent’s answers, ‘deduce’ sometimes has a 
similar sense (cf. the first sentence of the treatise). On the roles of attacker 
and defender, see VIII. 3-5. 

It is less clear what an ‘encounter’ (enteuxis) is. Some interpreters sup- 
pose these to be exchanges, perhaps under more or less formal conditions, 
with those ‘from outside’, i.e. (on the assumption that the Topics is a 
manual for Academy members) from outside the Academy; others trans- 
late ‘casual encounters’. But Rhet. I. 1, 1355727-9, which appears to refer to 
this passage, mentions ‘encounters with the public’ (hé pros tous pollous 
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enteuxis). The point Aristotle is making is that his dialectical art is also 
useful for more general argumentative situations in which the formal rules 
of ‘gymnastic’ disputation do not apply. 

‘Changing their minds’ (metabibazontes): Aristotle has in mind the cor- 
rection, or conversion, of others’ opinions, not ‘shifting the ground’ in an 
argument so as to defeat one’s opponent. Compare VIII. 11, 161°29-36, 
and EE I. 6, 1216°28~35: the latter makes clear the role of this in leading 
others to philosophical understanding, claiming that we all have some 
understanding of the truth, on which philosophical education builds. 

The ‘philosophical sciences’ are those pursued for the sake of under- 
standing rather than for a practical end. Aristotle claims that his dialectical 
method can contribute to the discovery of truth as well as to the winning of 
arguments. To ‘go through the difficulties’ (diaporein) is to give a survey of 
the problems which need to be solved in an area of inquiry: Aristotle’s 
treatises frequently begin with such diaporiai, which summarize the views 
of his predecessors and attempt to set the stage for his own position as a 
resolution of those difficulties. 


1o1*36—'4. This second ‘philosophical’ value is quite different from the 
preceding three. Several interpreters have seen in this section an adumbra- 
tion of a much more important use for dialectic, namely, as the fundamen- 
tal method of philosophical inquiry (see Irwin 1988). Though Aristotle 
argues that the first premisses of demonstrations must be themselves 
known without demonstration, many interpreters find the account of the 
cognition of these first principles in An. Post. II. 19 to be very unsatisfac- 
tory (Irwin describes it as appealing to an empty ‘pseudo-performance’). 
This has motivated attempts to find a better account in the treatises. In an 
influential paper, G. E. L. Owen (1961) called attention to the similarities 
between the approaches Aristotle regularly takes in his scientific treatises, 
especially his surveys of the opinions of his predecessors and of the contra- 
dictions and puzzles which can be derived from them, and dialectical 
argument. These surveys, as well as collections of empirical data, give the 
‘appearances’ (phainomena) from which scientific inquiry must begin. 
Those phainomena which consist of the opinions of others would seem to 
be very much like the endoxa of the Topics. Now, a celebrated passage 
in EN VII. 1 appears to indicate that endoxa play a crucial role in the 
establishment of scientific principles: ‘We must, as in all other cases, set the 
phenomena before us and, after first discussing the difficulties, go on to 
prove, if possible, the truth of all the reputable opinions (endoxa) about 
these affections or, failing this, of the greatest number and the most 
authoritative; for if we both resolve the difficulties and leave the reputable 
opinions (endoxa) undisturbed, we shall have proved the case sufficiently’ 
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(1145°2-7, rev. Oxford tr.). From this evidence, some interpreters have 
concluded that Aristotle believed some form of dialectical argument could 
establish the first principles of sciences. Perhaps the most fully elaborated 
view of this sort is given by Irwin (1988), who proposes a developmental 
account: Aristotle had a largely negative picture of the powers of dialectic 
when he wrote the Topics and other logical works, but he later came to 
think that a refurbished kind of dialectical argument (‘strong dialectic’) 
could establish first principles and, indeed, was the proper method of 
philosophy. 

In this connection, we should note also that Aristotle makes a distinction 
between the first principles ‘peculiar’ (idios) or ‘appropriate’ (oikeios) to 
an individual science and certain ‘common’ principles which apply to all 
sciences (his standard examples of the latter include the laws of excluded 
middle and non-contradiction). In the logical works and the Rhetoric, he 
often insists that these common principles (however we identify them) are 
not the principles of any science, and he does not seem to regard them as 
the objects of any kind of scientific or philosophical inquiry. In Met. B, 
however, Aristotle raises the question which science is to consider these 
common principles, and in Met. T he argues that they are studied by ‘first 
philosophy’. Owen (1960, 1961, 1968) and Irwin (1988) see this as an 
important break with the Topics (and the logical works generally): they 
suppose that in the Metaphysics Aristotle recants an earlier view of dialec- 
tic as merely a critical instrument and an earlier rejection of a universal 
science, now proposing a ‘science of being as such’ and a methodology for 
it that is in some way dialectical. The existence of such a break has also 
been vigorously denied; see Code 1986, Owens 1963; for criticisms of 
Irwin, see Hamlyn 1990, Bolton 1990, Smith 1993. 

These two questions—whether the conception of first philosophy in the 
Metaphysics is a retraction of Aristotle’s views in the logical treatises, and 
whether the Metaphysics and other works introduce a strengthened kind of 
dialectical argument as their basic methodology—are too complex to treat 
here. However, I do not think that the present passage is strong evidence 
for a view of dialectic as that which establishes first principles. 

Let us first note how this new use for dialectic differs from what was 
said earlier in 101734-36. Aristotle said there only that dialectic is useful 
for discovering what is true and false, not that it is useful for discovering 
which starting-points are true. The process of ‘going through the dif- 
ficulties’ could lead to the simple rejection of many views, as for instance 
Aristotle rejects the views of Zeno on motion. The present passage, 
by contrast, does limit itself to starting-points or what is ‘first’. However, 
it says neither that dialectic establishes nor that it discovers these starting- 
points. 
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Now Aristotle clearly says that it is not possible to demonstrate the 
starting-points since they are the very things from which demonstrations 
begin. The phrase ‘from the starting-points appropriate to the science in 
question’, which is closely associated with demonstrations in the Posterior 
Analytics, makes this certain. However, it is far from clear that the rest of 
the passage is intended to offer some alternative to demonstration as the 
means of establishing the starting-points. What he says is that the only 
possible way of ‘discussing’ these starting-points is something especially 
appropriate to dialectic. The term I translate ‘discuss’ (dielthein) literally 
means ‘go through’; in his other treatises, Aristotle uses this word over and 
over, typically with the preposition peri (‘about’), to announce the begin- 
ning or ending of his treatment of some subject. Thus, Aristotle does not 
say merely that the starting-points cannot be demonstrated, but that by 
means of demonstration we cannot say anything about them (adunaton 
eipein ti peri auton). The alternative to having nothing to say is having 
something to say, and that could fall far short of establishing. 

Furthermore, Aristotle’s claim for a special usefulness for dialectic in 
this connection appeals to its ‘critical’ or ‘testing’ (exetastiké) capacity. This 
is an uncommon term in Aristotle; Socrates used its cognate verb exetazein 
for the ‘examinations’ of others through questioning which he took to be 
his philosophical purpose in life. Socrates’ goal was to make clear to others 
their own unrecognized ignorance, and he accomplished this by deducing 
consequences—usually contradictory ones—from their admissions. Simi- 
larly, examining views, including the views of earlier philosophers and the 
views of ordinary people, by exploring their consequences and looking for 
contradictions is an important part of Aristotle’s philosophical method. 
Moreover, he sometimes makes refutation an essential feature of dialecti- 
cal arguments (e.g. SE 2, 165°3-4), and the connection with Socrates’ 
practice is made explicit in SE 34, 183°6-8. However, all that the present 
passage says is that such critical examinations are ‘useful’ in ‘discussing’ 
scientific starting-points, and that falls far short of claiming that dialectic 
either establishes or discovers those starting-points. Finally, given Aristo- 
tle’s repeated claims in the Topics and On Sophistical Refutations that 
dialectical argument cannot establish anything, it would be more than a 
little surprising for him to hold that it can establish what scientific demon- 
strations cannot. 


ro1'3~4. I have construed this last sentence differently from other trans- 
lators, who all take the central phrase ‘[to] the starting-points of all studies’ 
as modifying ‘way’: ‘since dialectic is [or has] an ability to examine, it has 
a way to the starting-points of all inquiries.’ But the logic of this is not very 
clear: why should a capacity to examine entail a power of getting to all 
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starting-points? Instead, I take Aristotle to be making the more modest 
claim that since dialectical methods of examination can be applied to 
anything, including the starting-points of sciences, they provide us with a 
way of discussing them. 

In a few places, Aristotle speaks of ‘making trial’ as a feature of dialectic 
or mentions an ‘art of making trial’ (peirastiké): see VIII. 5, 159°25-36; 
VIII. 11, 161°24-8; SE 2, 165°4-7; SE 8, 169°23-9; SE 11 throughout, esp. 
171°3-12, 172°21-°4; SE 34, 183°37-°6. Many of these passages seem to 
distinguish ‘peirastic’ from dialectic or to define ‘peirastic’ arguments as a 
distinct species of dialectical arguments, but sometimes ‘making trial’ ap- 
pears to be a general function of dialectic. Met. T 2, 1004°25-6, says that 
dialectic has (or is) a power of ‘making trial’ about the things of which 
philosophy is ‘knowledgeable’ (gndristiké). The subject in question there is 
‘first philosophy’, which applies in a way to whatever there is and studies 
the most general principles of all. This seems quite clearly to imply that 
dialectic does not amount to a science of the most general principles; 
Aristotle says this same thing quite explicitly in SE 11, where he is at pains 
to argue that the universal applicability of dialectic’s testing ability does 
not make it a universal science. (For a very different picture of peirastic 
argument, see Bolton 1990.) 


CHAPTER 3 


ro1’5~10. I. 3 must be read as continuous with I. 4 if its point is to be 
understood (note the very close parallel between ro1°r10 ‘has a sufficient 
grasp of his craft’ and 101°13 ‘would have a sufficient grasp of our proposed 
subject’). Since Aristotle is about to expound an art of dialectic, he first 
wants to make it clear what the goal of that art is. Now one might initially 
think that dialectical skill would be an ability to deduce any desired conclu- 
sion from any available premisses. However, that would be like defining 
medical skill as the ability to heal anyone who is ill, or rhetorical skill as the 
ability to persuade anyone of anything: but such skills do not exist. Aristo- 
tle notes elsewhere that medicine, rhetoric, and kindred arts (the commen- 
tators call them stochastikai, ‘aiming’) do not, even if practised without 
error, always succeed: the doctor sometimes just cannot heal, for some 
patients are incurable, and the orator sometimes just cannot persuade, 
owing to the nature of the case. Likewise, some positions just cannot be 
successfully defended or attacked. Therefore, we cannot in these cases do 
anything we choose, and there is no art which provides this ability. The 
dialectical art should instead provide an ability to find the best argument 
available for a given conclusion and a given respondent. This is one point 
in which dialectic differs from sophistry: the sophist seeks only victory in 
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argument, even if that requires fallacious arguments and deceptive 
premisses. 

Given this interpretation, the phrase in brackets in 1017 must be, as 
Brunschwig holds, an incompetent gloss added by a later editor. 


CHAPTER 4 


ror’r1-16. ‘what our method consists of’: as the close echoes of this 
sentence in 103°39-104*2 show, there are two parts to this method. The first 
is a matter of classifying ‘what arguments are about’ and ‘what arguments 
are made from’; Aristotle says at the end of I. 9 that he has accomplished 
this task. The next part of the task is to give the means through which we 
may be ‘equipped to deal with these’. The term I translate ‘equipped to 
deal with’ (euporein) has as one common meaning ‘to have plenty of’, and 
many translators take this passage to mean ‘how we may be well supplied 
with arguments’. But for many of the occurrences of this word in the 
Topics, there is no indication of what it is that we are supposed to have 
plenty of (cf. r10°5, 111538, 112727, 112*35); ‘know how to deal with’ or ‘be 
skilled in handling’ fit these contexts better. Though this distinction seems 
minor, it is important. If Aristotle thought of his method as a matter of 
merely having a large supply of arguments, then it begins to resemble 
the teaching of his unsystematic predecessors who gave their students 
large collections of potted arguments to memorize (see Excerpt D). An 
art of dialectic instead gives the ability to find the premisses needed 
for proving the desired conclusion, and this is not a matter of having a 
supply of arguments but of knowing what to do when confronted with any 
particular conclusion. I have translated ‘be equipped to deal with’ in order 
to retain the suggestion of ‘having plenty’, though I think it is at most 
secondary. 

‘Premiss’ (protasis) and ‘problem’ (probléma) are central terms in the 
technical vocabulary of Aristotle’s logic. Both are derived from verbs: 
protasis from proteinein, literally ‘stretch out’, ‘hold out’, ‘offer’, and 
problema from proballein, ‘throw forward’, ‘put forward’. In ordinary use, 
probléma means ‘thing put forward as a defence’, ‘obstacle’, or even ‘ex- 
cuse’. In the context of dialectic, a ‘problem’ is a subject of argument: as 
Aristotle explains later (104°1-5), it is a question which is both important 
for some purpose and the subject of significant disagreement. But in the 
context of dialectical debate, this means that a problem is a proposition 
argued about, i.e. something which the questioner undertakes to attack 
and the answerer to defend. 

The term protasis (‘premiss’) is not found before Aristotle, though his 
usage suggests that it was an established term of art in dialectical practice 
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and not his coinage. Based on its derivation, a protasis should be the act of 
holding out or offering something (e.g. for approval), or that which is held 
out in such a way. In the context of dialectic, a premiss is a question offered 
by the questioner to the respondent. Of course, the purpose of making 
such an offering is to secure materials with which to construct a deduction 
(that is, to get premisses for an argument); thus, a premiss contains within 
it a proposition, to which the answerer is being asked to offer assent or 
dissent. 

At bottom, then, premisses and problems are both propositions, though 
they are propositions put to different uses: a premiss is a proposition 
offered to a respondent in the form of a question, while a problem is a 
proposition that is the subject of disagreement between questioner and 
answerer. Of course, those uses impose their own requirements of suitabil- 
ity, making some propositions appropriate as premisses, others as prob- 
lems: a premiss has no chance of being accepted if nobody would ever 
believe it, and a problem will not make a very good subject of debate if 
there is no disagreement about it (or if it bears on no interesting issue). 
Aristotle returns to these points in I. 10 and I. 11: see the Commentary on 
those chapters and on 10128-36. 


ro1°17-36. In order to be ‘equipped to deal with’ problems and premisses 
in a systematic way, we must first classify them, then learn methods for 
dealing with each class. A system for classifying propositions is therefore 
crucial to Aristotle’s dialectical art. The one he advocates begins by 
classifying the relationship asserted to hold between subject and predicate 
of a proposition: the predicate may be definition (horos), genus (genos), 
unique property (idion), or accident (sumbebékos) of the subject. In fact, as 
Aristotle mentions in passing, there is a fifth possibility: the predicate 
may also be the differentia (diaphora) of the subject. In later antiquity, 
these five ‘predicables’, as they were later called, took on considerable 
importance in metaphysics as well as logic. If we put ‘species’ in place 
of ‘definition’, we have the ‘five terms’ of Porphyry’s Introduction to 
Logic (commonly known under the title Quinque Voces), which became 
one of the most familiar handbooks of logic in the early Middle Ages. 
The entire structure of the Topics rests on this fourfold division: Books 
IJ-III deal with accidents, IV with genera, V with unique properties, and 
VI and (in part) VII with definitions. But it appears that Aristotle adopts 
his fourfold classification in full awareness of the fivefold one. For instance, 
his classification of the difference as ‘genus-like’ (geniké) makes it clear 
that he expected his audience to understand this term; why then does he 
seem to wish to suppress it? Furthermore, he actually begins with a three- 
fold classification which omits to mention ‘definition’: but it is likely on 
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several grounds that definitions were both the most venerable and the 
most important subject of debates (the association of defining with the 
early Academy is almost proverbial—see, however, the discussion of I. 8). 
Aristotle’s approach is argumentative, not simply expository: he is justify- 
ing his more sophisticated approach to an audience who can be assumed 
already to know the terminology. 

Although he says nothing about it in the Topics, Aristotle elsewhere 
(most carefully in On Interpretation) distinguishes general predications 
such as “The horse is a mammal’ (in which both subject and predicate are 
general terms, or universals) from individual predications such as ‘Socrates 
is a man’ (in which the subject is an individual). But although this distinc- 
tion is not discussed explicitly in the Topics, there are times when Aristotle 
seems to speak of predicable relationships between a predicate and an 
individual (e.g. 102520-6). I return to this point in several places below. 
(See Geach 1972, Kneale and Kneale 1962, 63-7, on difficulties about the 
relationship between the predicables and the theories of On Interpretation 
and An. Pr. I.) 

Here, Aristotle simply asserts that all predicates can be classified accord- 
ing to the predicables. Later, in I. 8, he tries to prove it. 


1or’18—-19. This proposal somehow to include differentiae under the 
heading of genera is not reflected in the rest of the Topics: there are 
scattered mentions of differences in Book IV, the treatment of genera, 
but the most extensive discussion is in VI. 6, as part of the account of 
definitions. 


Yor'rg—23. This passage should not be taken to imply that ‘definition’ is 
a terminological innovation of Aristotle’s: the term was already in use in 
the Academy. Aristotle is instead recommending a new way of under- 
standing definitions, and in particular urging that not just any identifying 
description that applies uniquely to a thing should count as its definition. It 
may be that in the Early Academy this was sometimes all that mattered 
about a definition (there is a story that Diogenes of Sinope lampooned a 
Platonic definition of humans as ‘featherless biped animals’ with a plucked 
chicken). 

Aristotle’s usual word for definition in the Topics is horos (‘boundary’), 
although he sometimes uses the word horismos (‘that which limits’, from 
the verb horizesthai, which is in turn closely related to horos). There seems 
to be no difference in meaning between the two, but it is at least worth 
noting that horismos predominates outside the Topics and that in the 
Analytics the word horos almost always has the different technical sense 
‘term’. 
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101°28-36. We should remember the distinctive argumentative roles of 
problems and premisses (see Commentary on 101513~-16) when interpret- 
ing Aristotle’s claim that the essential difference between them is their 
verbal form. A premiss is a certain type of question, i.e. one that admits of 
a yes-or-no answer, asked in the course of a dialectical exchange. A prob- 
lem, by contrast, is a ‘question’ which a dialectical exchange undertakes to 
resolve, either in the affirmative or in the negative. Since a ‘question’ of 
this sort has two sides, it can also be put in the form of a yes-or-no question. 
However, a problem is not something put as a question in the course of an 
argument, but instead something attacked or defended by the entire argu- 
ment. The difference in form Aristotle has in mind is, in Greek, the 
difference between an opening interrogative formula (ara ge, which I 
translate ‘is it the case that’: cf. Boethius’ ‘putasne’) and an expression 
(‘whether’) that in effect names a question. (Some interpreters take the ‘or 
not’ at the end of the two examples here to be the crucial distinction 
between premiss and problem, but as Alexander points out Aristotle 
sometimes adds ‘or not’ to premisses as well.) 

In arguing that premisses and problems may be put into one-one corre- 
spondence by these syntactical transformations, Aristotle is putting to 
one side the extra-verbal properties which fit an utterance to serve as a 
premiss or problem in dialectical debate. Here, the point is that it is 
possible to extract, from any premiss or any problem, some proposition, 
that is, something which is either true or false: the problem ‘Whether 
virtue is more rewarding than vice’ and the premiss ‘Is virtue more reward- 
ing than vice’ both are constructed from ‘Virtue is more rewarding 
than vice’. This is taken a step further in the Prior Analytics, where 
Aristotle defines a ‘deductive premiss’ (protasis sullogistiké) as ‘the affir- 
mation or denial of one thing of another’, abstracting this as a common 
element (much like ‘proposition’ for us) present in dialectical and 
demonstrative premisses. A related abstraction from argumentative role 
occurs in connection with ‘problem’. Since the ‘problem’ in a dialectical 
exchange is that which one tries to deduce (or deduce the contradictory 
of) as conclusion, it is a short move to give it the sense ‘conclusion’. In 
the Prior Analytics Aristotle is interested in determining what forms 
of arguments can yield different forms of conclusions, where the forms 
of conclusions are the four ‘categorical sentences’ (universal affirmative, 
particular affirmative, etc.). Thus, ‘problem’ comes to mean ‘type of 
conclusion’, or, at an even higher level of abstraction, ‘type of categorical 
sentence’: compare the way in which katégoriai, ‘predications’, becomes 
a shorthand for ‘kinds of predication’ (ta gené ton katégorion), i.e. ‘catego- 
ries’ (see I. 9). 
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CHAPTER 5 


ror'38-102"5. Defining, for Aristotle, is not lexicography but an activity 
of greater philosophical and scientific importance. He does acknowledge 
definitions that serve simply to explain what a word means (cf. An. Post. I]. 
10, 9330-1), but for him a true definition defines, not a word, but the 
reality behind the word. It is less easy to say what the reality is that is 
defined. Generally, Aristotle associates definitions with universals rather 
than particulars. This implies that universals have some kind of reality, if it 
is possible to give definitions saying what they are. 

The phrase ‘the what-it-is-to-be’ (to ti én einai) is one of the most 
heavily discussed of Aristotelian expressions. Word by word, it means ‘the 
what it was to be’, though the commentators assure us that ‘was’ has no 
temporal significance and thus amounts to ‘is’. The philosophical term 
‘essence’ (or its Latin ancestor) was coined to serve as a translation 
of this phrase. I have generally avoided it in the translation, though 
I sometimes resort to ‘essence’ and ‘essential’ in the commentary. A 
what-it-is-to-be or essence is always a what-it-is-to-be for something 
(usually expressed in Greek with the dative). The definition of X tells 
what it is to be for X, or what it is for X to be. Accordingly, we sometimes 
find phrases like ‘the to-be for a human’ (to anthropdi einai: An. Post. 
915-6, Met. 1006°34). Aristotle generally holds that only existing things 
can have essences, and thus non-existent or imaginary things cannot 
be defined: there is no definition of ‘goat-stag’ except in the sense of 
saying what the word means (An. Post. 925-8). Aristotle’s answers to 
the questions ‘What is a thing’s essence?’ and ‘What things have essences?’ 
are among the most difficult and disputed of issues in Aristotelian 
scholarship. 

The word I translate ‘phrase’ is logos, a term with a wide range of senses: 
‘speech’, ‘account’, ‘reason’, ‘ratio’, ‘understanding’. The contrasting term 
I translate as ‘word’ is onoma, which in everyday Greek most commonly 
means ‘name’. Aristotle’s requirement that a definition always be a logos, 
never an onoma, is more than an arbitrary stipulation. The difference 
between word and phrase here is at bottom a difference of two sorts of 
signifiers. A word, or name, simply designates; a phrase has a structure and 
therefore may carry with it an explanation (compare An. Post. II. 8-10, 
where Aristotle suggests that some definitions are a sort of compressed 
explanation of a thing’s cause). The underlying assumption is that defining 
is a type of analysis, replacing simple signifiers with articulated accounts of 
their significance. The grammatical division of speech into individual 
words is therefore a secondary matter, since a phrase can function as an 
unanalysable semantic unit. 
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102*10-17. This passage is one of several notes inserted into the text of I. 
5 that try to clean up small details. Aristotle has just discussed two exam- 
ples of ‘definitory’ things, and he summarizes with a general account of 
‘definitory’ as ‘falling under the same method as definitions’. He then adds 
this note, showing that the second of his examples (arguments about 
whether things are the same) does indeed fit this account. Following this, 
there is a note on the note (‘what was just said’ again), alerting the reader 
to the fact that there is more to defining than simply showing things to be 
the same, so that the argumentative strategy indicated is only destructive. 
Such digressions are not only common in the Topics, they are also often 
clearly later additions, sometimes rejecting what has just been said, or even 
(in second-order notes) objecting to an objection. We may explain these 
notes by supposing that Aristotle worked over the treatise repeatedly, 
inserting comments and corrections; or by supposing that marginal re- 
marks by later editors or commentators have crept into the text; or by 
supposing that this occasional fondness for digression is simply part of 
Aristotle’s style. Doubtless all three explanations are correct, on different 
occasions, though I believe the first is generally the most likely. 

It seems at first that the Topics follows this suggested assimilation of 
questions about ‘same’ to ‘definition’: VII. 1, which immediately follows 
the discussion of definitions (VI), deals with ‘same’, and VII. 2 actually 
refers to our present passage. However, VII. 1 sits rather arbitrarily in its 
place: it follows a declaration at the end of VI that the discussion of 
definitions is over, and VII. 2 is clearly transitional. 


102*18-30. Since. the first part of this definition of ‘unique property’ is a 
purely negative characterization (following the restriction given at 101°19—- 
23), the clause ‘belongs to it alone and counterpredicates with it’ indicates 
what is common to definitions and unique properties. As the present text 
shows, ‘A counterpredicates with B’ means ‘If anything is A then it is B, 
and if anything is B then it is A’. In modern terminology, this means that 
counterpredicating predicates are coextensive with each other. This might 
suggest a relatively broad interpretation for the undifferentiated notion of 
unique property, found in 101>r8-23 and embracing definitions as well: 


A is a (broad) unique property of B = A counterpredicates with B 


But this has unexpected consequences. Counterpredication is symmetrical: 
if A counterpredicates with B, then B counterpredicates with A. Suppose 
now that A is the definition of B; then A counterpredicates with B, and 
therefore B counterpredicates with A, and therefore B is a unique prop- 
erty of A. Moreover, if we assume that ‘definition of’ is asymmetric, any 
definiendum is a unique property in the narrow sense of its definiens. In 
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any event, if being a unique property is simply a matter of coextension, 
then any predicate might have unique properties. I do not think this is 
Aristotle’s intent. He thinks of the four predicables as possible relations 
between predicate and subject, and he does not generally think of the 
relation of predication as symmetrical. In order for A to be a unique 
property of B, it must first be predicated of B. 

A number of difficulties can be raised about the interpretation of Aris- 
totelian predications with general terms as their subjects (see above, 
101°17-36 and Commentary). Here, I shall observe that the phrase ‘be- 
longs to it alone’ makes the relationship ‘is a unique property of’ asymmet- 
ric and rules out definienda as unique properties of their definientia. 
Aristotle holds that if A belongs to B, then whatever is B is A; but this is 
a matter of entailment, not a definition or explication. On the most plausi- 
ble interpretation, ‘A belongs to B alone’ means ‘A belongs to B and only 
to B’; where B is a general term, this would imply ‘Whatever is B is A, and 
only what is B is A’, and thus that A and B counterpredicate. However, 
‘counterpredicates with’ is a consequence of ‘belongs only to’, not a defini- 
tion of it, and therefore counterpredication is merely a necessary condition 
for being a unique property. In general, A can be a unique property of B 
only if A is predicated of B in the first place. (Thus, if ‘capable of laughing’ 
and ‘capable of speaking’ are both unique properties of humans and there- 
fore counterpredicate, it still does not follow that either is a unique prop- 
erty of the other.) 

The traditional rendering for idion is ‘property’, which in archaic Eng- 
lish usage had exactly the right sense. However, its common use in modern 
philosophical parlance to mean ‘attribute’ makes this a poor (because 
confusing) choice. I have opted instead for ‘unique’, which gets precisely 
the sense of Aristotle’s definition, but I have added ‘property’ (in the 
modern sense) in order to get a substantival expression (and also to retain 
a verbal echo of the traditional rendering). ‘Unique’ by itself suffices when 
idion is used adjectivally. 


102°20. ‘literate’: grammatiké is not grammatical knowledge but just the 
ability to read and write (Aristotle defines it himself at 142°31 as ‘knowing 
how to write down what is dictated and to read it back’). 

102°26—7. “being on the right’: unlike Aristotle’s other examples, this only 
seems to make sense as a unique property of an individual, not a kind (cf. 
103°33-9). 

102*31~5. ‘Predicated in the what-it-is’ (en tdi ti esti katégoroumenon): 
the explanation of this technical expression offered here is very close to the 
discussion of ‘what-it-is’ or ‘substance’ in I. 9 and is related to the charac- 
terization of a definition as ‘signifying the what-it-is-to-be’. To judge by 
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103°35-7, both a thing’s definition and its genus ‘say what it is’ and are thus 
predicated of it in the what it is. If the what-it-is of a thing is its essence, 
then predication in the what-it-is may be called ‘essential predication’. 
Although I believe it is best to preserve something approximating Aristo- 
tle’s construction in translation, I shall avail myself of this convenient 
phrase in the commentary. 

In An. Post. I. 4 and elsewhere, Aristotle uses the closely related concept 
of per se, or ‘of-itself’, predication. A is predicated of B of-itself if either A 
is in the definition of B or B is in the definition of A. 

The phrase ‘which are different in species’ introduces the term ‘species’. 
Although it receives no explicit attention in the Topics, this term belongs 
to the same conceptual environment as the other predicables (in Porphy- 
ry’s Introduction to Logic, it replaces ‘definition’). In one sense, ‘species’ is 
the correlative of ‘genus’: if A is the genus of B, then B is a species of A. 
So interpreted, genera and species may be regarded simply as universals in 
certain relationships, and the same universal may be both genus (of some 
universals) and species (of another), as mammals are a species of animal 
and genus of humans. In fact, we might expect that this will be true of most 
universals, although there will presumably be some ‘lowest’ species which 
have no further subspecies and some ‘highest’ genera which are not species 
of any further genera. These lowest species, since they are not genera, 
may be distinguished as species simpliciter from the higher species which 
are also genera. As for the highest genera, which are not themselves 
species, an ancient tradition identified them with Aristotle’s ‘categories’. 
Still more distinctions can be made. If A is a species of B and there is no 
term C which is genus of A and species of B, then B is the closest genus of 
A and A is an immediate species of B. Each of the immediate species of a 
genus is distinguished from its co-ordinate species by some characteristic 
which belongs to it uniquely among those species; this is the specific differ- 
entia, the ‘difference which makes the species’ (eidopoios diaphora: cf. 
143°8). 

A basis for this picture can be found scattered through Aristotle’s trea- 
tises. For the most part, however, he takes it as a given rather than some- 
thing to be explained—probably because the picture derives from Plato’s 
Academy, where it was associated with the activity of determining defini- 
tions through a process of dividing a higher genus into its species, dividing 
these in turn, etc. Thus in this passage, even though Aristotle is offering 
definitions of basic technical terminology, he does not bother to explain 
‘species’ at all. The hierarchical structure of genera and species was part of 
the intellectual common property of Aristotle and his audience. 

Perhaps inadvertently, commentators have generally taken Aristotle to 
be defining ‘genus’ in an absolute sense here: A is a genus if A is predicated 
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in the what-it-is of several things different in species. But he defines al! the 
other predicables as relatives: A is definition, unique property of B if A 
stands in a certain relationship to B. The most direct way to put the present 
definition into this form is as follows: 


A is genus of B= A is predicated in the what-it-is of B and of many 
things different in species from B 


As spelt out, this definition would require that predication in the what- 
it-is be a kind of universal, not just general, predication. Such an extension 
is not difficult to imagine, although it is not clear that Aristotle is aware of 
the distinction. If A is genus of B, then is it also the genus of individual Bs 
(e.g. is animal the genus of Socrates and Plato)? Some passages seem to 
imply this (see Cat. 2 and 5 and the discussion of I. 9 below). 

If, as the commentators say, the point of adding ‘different in species’ is 
to distinguish genera from species, then presumably something like the 
following would be a definition of ‘species’ taken absolutely: 


Aisaspecies = A is predicated in the what-it-is of many things, but 
not things different in species 


That is, A is a species if and only if the things it is predicated in the what- 
it-is of do not differ in species from one another. This will hardly be an 
illuminating definition, of course, unless we have some other account of 
what ‘different in species’ means. 

Further problems arise in connection with essential predication and the 
definition of ‘genus’: see the Commentary on I. 8. 


102"35-3. If it is Aristotle’s purpose to discuss what is ‘genus-like’, then 
it is odd that he does not discuss the differentia, which he has already so 
characterized at 101°18-19. 


102°4~7. The term ‘accident’ (sumbebékos) is the perfect participle of 
sumbainein, ‘happen’ or ‘accompany’. An accident of something, there- 
fore, is something which merely happens to be true of it, or something 
which is incidental to it, or something which accompanies it. These are not 
equivalent; however, they all make appearances at different times in Aris- 
totle’s usage. Complicating matters, Aristotle here gives us two definitions 
of ‘accident’ and assumes, without argument, that they are equivalent. The 
first of these—in effect, ‘none of the above’—guarantees (in a trivial way) 
that the four predicables exhaust the possible relations of predicate to 
subject. However, this definition will be equivalent to the second only on 
the further supposition that any predicate failing to be a definition, unique 
property, or genus satisfies it; and that is by no means obvious (see I. 8 
below). 
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What does the second definition mean? If we take ‘at one time and not 
at another’ literally, Aristotle would have in mind an individual subject 
(‘one and the same thing’) to which the accident now belongs and now 
does not. An accident would then be a temporary or passing property: 


Ais an accident of X = A belongs to X at one time but not at another 


However, Aristotle frequently uses temporal language to express modal 
qualifications (possibility and necessity), so that it may be equivalent to 
‘contingent property’: 


A is an accident of X = A belongs to X, but not necessarily 


Alternatively, temporal language can sometimes express mere generaliza- 
tion: ‘always’ and ‘sometimes’ may mean ‘for every’, ‘for some’. On this 
reading, Aristotle may have in mind something like 


A is an accident of B = Some As are Bs and some As are not Bs 


It is consistent with this last reading that an accident A might belong 
necessarily to those Bs to which it does belong and necessarily not belong 
to those Bs to which it does not belong, so that A would be an accident of 
B in general but of no individual B. In fact, Aristotle does give us some 
examples of ‘accidents’ meeting this description: ‘odd’ is an accident of 
number, since some numbers are odd and some are not, even though it is 
not true of any particular number that it could, while remaining the same 
number, both be odd and not be odd. (Such accidents are in effect ‘neces- 
sary accidents’.) 

Returning to I. 5, Aristotle’s two definitions of ‘accident’ are obviously 
not equivalent. If A is not a definition, unique property, or genus of B, then 
we can conclude that (i) A and B do not counterpredicate; (ii) A is not 
predicated of B and other things different in species in the what-it-is. If 
nevertheless ‘A belongs to B’, then what possibilities remain? At least two 
can be distinguished: 


(i) A belongs to every B, but not in the what-it-is, and to other 
things as well 
(ii) A belongs to some but not every B 


Of these, only (ii) corresponds to a plausible sense of the second definition, 
and nothing Aristotle says rules out (i) as a possibility. We might still try to 
save the equivalence of the two by interpreting accidents as contingent 
predicates. It is plausible enough that definitions and genera are necessar- 
ily true of their subjects, and Aristotle makes it fairly clear that A is a 
unique property of B only if A and B necessarily counterpredicate, that is, 
only if they must be true of the same things (cf. 102728-30). Thus, if A is 
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contingently true of B, then it cannot be its definition, genus, or unique 
property. 

Does the converse hold? No; the obvious counter-example is differen- 
tiae. As components of definitions, they must be necessary properties, but 
they are neither definitions nor unique properties nor genera. Moreover, 
Aristotle says nothing that would rule out still other examples of necessary 
properties, e.g. A might be necessarily true of whatever B is true of, and of 
other things as well, without being B’s genus. 

The second definition recalls a statement in the Categories: ‘It seems 
most distinctive of substance that what is numerically one and the same is 
able to receive contraries’ (4*10-11). Already in the notion of an accident, 
Aristotle’s theory of predication is present. To say that an accident can 
either belong or not belong ‘to one and the same thing’ presupposes that it 
makes sense to talk of that same and single thing persisting, and remaining 
identical, while its accidents change. Some Greek philosophers before 
Aristotle had put forward denials of this claim, ranging from the serious 
and problematic (Parmenides) to the more superficial (the two brothers in 
Plato’s Euthydemus). 

There are a number of other uses for the term ‘accident’ and the related 
phrase ‘by accident’ (kata sumbebékos) in Aristotle’s works. Generally, 
these get their meanings by negation: an X ‘by accident’ is something that 
is called X but somehow fails to be X in some strict sense or in some 
paradigmatic way. Aristotle’s first definition follows this pattern. 

See also the Commentary on I. 8. 


102'14-20. Since this section depends on a sort of equivocation, it is 
difficult to translate it smoothly into English: as noted above, the word for 
‘accident’ (sumbebékos) is actually the perfect participle of the verb 
sumbainein, and therefore it may take on any of its meanings, ‘happen’, 
‘result’, ‘go along with’. I have tried to reproduce this (very lamely) with 
the translation ‘accompany’. 

Top. II. 1-3 contains a discussion of such comparisons involving what is 
‘preferable’, and since this Book is an extension of II, which concerns 
accidents, it might seem that Aristotle is following his own suggestion in 
classifying them under the same head. However, as commentators have 
generally noticed, the arguments Aristotle is thinking of are almost cer- 
tainly those he elsewhere calls ‘from more and less and likewise’, and 
discussions of these sorts of arguments are found in every Book, in connec- 
tion with each of the predicables. 


102°20-5. Compare 102°22-8, which introduces unique properties at a 
time or with respect to something rather as a concession, and 103°32-9. 
The distinction between unique properties without qualification and 
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unique properties with some qualification is not as straightforward as at 
first appears. Aristotle says: the property of being seated, which is an 
accident, would be a unique property at a time when only one person was 
seated. Being seated is (presumably) an accident of the one person seated 
in the sense that it is a temporary property, in accordance with (one 
interpretation of) Aristotle’s earlier definition. Is it a genuine unique prop- 
erty? We cannot apply the counterpredication test, for there is only one 
predicate. Instead, we have a situation in which a predicate happens, at a 
certain time, to have an extension with exactly one member. In effect, 
then, that predicate can be used to construct a definite description, in 
modern terminology, which designates an individual: if there is one and 
only one person seated, then ‘the person seated’ succeeds in designating 
that person. 

It may be instructive to compare this with full-fledged unique properties, 
which may be regarded as alternative ways of designating a species: if 
‘capable of acquiring science’ applies to all and only humans, then it 
designates the human species. However, the question whether A is or is 
not a unique property of B is a question about the relationship between the 
extensions of A and B: if they are not the same, then A fails to be unique 
to B. By contrast, a definite description like ‘the one seated’ will fail to 
designate any individual if more than one person, or no person, is seated. 
The question whether ‘the one seated’ is a unique property of Socrates at 
a time thus contains two subsidiary questions: (i) Is it a unique property of 
anyone (i.e. is there exactly one person seated)? (ii) Is that person Socra- 
tes? In the case of a unique property of a species, it is not clear what would 
correspond to the first of these questions. 


CHAPTER 6 


10227-103°5. I. 6 is closely bound up with the remarks about what is 
‘definitory’, etc., scattered through I. 5 (and with the comment about 
differences in I. 4, 101°18—19). The content is curious: first, Aristotle argues 
that we could really call all the ‘questions’ definitory; next, he says that this 
is no reason for seeking a single procedure, citing the elusiveness and 
inconvenience it would have; and then concludes that for that very reason, 
we should, as he said earlier (101*18-24), use an outline division and assign 
‘what is left over’ to each subdivision, as seems most appropriate, 

Now, this is in part a description of what Aristotle does, as indeed the 
last sentence indicates: those things which do not seem to fit into the 
fourfold scheme (such as differences, questions about sameness, questions 
about which of several things is so-and-so, or more so-and-so) should 
be plugged in to whichever of the four seems most appropriate. But this is 
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an argument for sticking with a broad division, instead of a more det- 
ailed one, and putting up with the inconvenience of cases that do not fit 
well, whereas what Aristotle has just offered is a claim that we should 
not try for too general an account but should preserve the specialized 
subcategories. 

Especially in view of the last sentence, I. 6 looks not very well fitted in to 
the text. Those inclined to speculate about Aristotle’s development might 
wish to explain both 101718—24 and the present passage as later additions 
intended to reconcile apparent differences between the Topics and other 
treatises (in particular the Prior Analytics): Aristotle, or some later editor, 
is saying ‘these outline remarks will do for our present purposes, even if 
they conflict with what we say elsewhere.’ 

Contrast these reasons against looking for a ‘single universal method’ 
with Aristotle’s claim, An. Pr. I. 30, to have discovered a universally 
applicable system for finding premisses from which conclusions may be 
deduced (4673-4; the system is expounded in I. 27-8). This might imply that 
the Prior Analytics is a later work and that Aristotle has changed his views. 
However, what Aristotle says in J. 6 is that such a universal method would 
be both hard to find and inconvenient for the practical purposes of an art 
of dialectic. It seems to me that, from the standpoint of the practical 
concerns of the Topics, that description fits the theory of the Prior 
Analytics quite well. 


102°38-103"1. Aristotle indulges in a bit of play with words here that it is 
hard to resist trying to reproduce: if we give a ‘unique method’ (idia 
methodos) for each genus (genos) that has been ‘defined’ (dihoristheis, 
from the verb dihorizesthai)...Thus he manages to use the names of 
the first three of the predicables accidentally (or, as he might say, kata 
sumbebékos) in this sentence. 


CHAPTER 7 


103°6-39. The opening ‘first of all’ is puzzling: first of what? Interpreters 
generally suppose the explanation is the remark at 1026-9 that the best 
part of argument about definitions concerns whether things are the same 
or different (102°36-'3, which refers to the question whether things are in 
the same genus or not, may also be relevant). But Aristotle offers no 
argumentative strategies concerning whether things are the same or differ- 
ent (those appear instead in VII. 1) and instead only distinguishes types of 
sameness. This is reminiscent of the ‘philosophical lexicon’ preserved for 
us as Metaphysics A, and in fact what Aristotle says here about ‘same’ 
(tauton) overlaps the remarks he makes in Metaphysics A 6 about ‘one’ or 
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‘single’ (hen: note that in the present chapter he sometimes says ‘one’ 
rather than ‘same’). 


103°7-14. Under ‘same’, Aristotle includes two different kinds of case. 
‘Same in number’ amounts to ‘identical’; thus, if two things are the same in 
number there is only one thing, not two. Sameness in species and in genus, 
however, are clearly relationships between different things. This leads to a 
certain awkwardness. On Aristotle’s account, sameness in number looks 
like a relation between expressions, that is, two expressions that refer to 
the same individual. The clearest case of sameness in number would then 
appear to be an individual with two proper names, e.g. the one man known 
both as Mark Twain and as Samuel Clemens. Unfortunately, Aristotle’s 
account is less clear-cut: see the discussion of 103*23-31 below. 


103*1I. ‘indistinguishable with respect to species’: the word ‘species’ 
means ‘appearance’ or ‘look’ in ordinary parlance, and so this phrase 
(adiaphora kata to eidos) might also be rendered ‘indistinguishable with 
respect to their appearance’. (Compare Met. 1016*18-19, where Aristotle 
says that things are ‘indistinguishable’ if their form cannot be differenti- 
ated by perception.) Since Aristotle is almost certainly thinking of species 
in the technical sense here, it would be misleading to translate otherwise, 
but the association with appearance may still be present: cf. the remarks 
immediately following on water from the same spring. 


103*14-23. The case of water from the same spring at first seems to raise 
no particular difficulty. Two buckets of water from the same spring are 
different in number (since they are separate things) but the same in species 
(since each is water); how then are they the same in a way that two 
arbitrary buckets of water are not? As the commentators interpret him, 
Aristotle’s response is that things the same in species are so called because 
they share some likeness or other (cf. 103?10-11 and Commentary). Buck- 
ets of water all share a certain likeness, and so they are the same in species; 
buckets of water from the same spring simply share a stronger likeness. 
Alexander compares the likeness shared by all humans and that shared by 
a pair of twins. But this has discomfiting consequences if we suppose that 
definitions and what-it-is-to-be are correlated with species: each pair of 
twins would constitute the entire membership of a species, and—assuming 
that there is only one correct definition for a thing—water from different 
springs would be different in species. 

Aristotle may instead have something else in mind. Water is a stuff or 
material: it is not naturally divided into units in the way that e.g. people 
and horses are. Putting the same point linguistically, ‘water’ is a mass term. 
In English, mass terms are marked by a resistance to pluralization, indefi- 
nite articles, and discrete quantifiers: we do not say ‘two waters’, or ‘a 
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water’ as we do ‘two horses’ or ‘a dog’. Nouns like ‘horse’ and ‘dog’ which 
do accept pluralization and indefinite articles in this way are count terms. 
Now Aristotle’s paradigmatic examples of words for substances are count 
terms (e.g. ‘man’ and ‘horse’ in Cat. 5). The status of mass terms is more 
problematic, both for Aristotle and for modern philosophers. 

From an Aristotelian perspective, individuals falling under count terms 
have relatively clear-cut criteria of unity and identity: marginal problem 
cases aside, knowing what a cow is involves knowing how to count cows 
and how to tell the difference between one cow and another. By contrast, 
water, sand, air, mud, and other stuffs do not come in natural units, and 
there are no natural demarcations separating ‘one’ from ‘another’. Pour a 
bucket of water into three cups, and one bucket becomes three cups, but it 
is still the same thing. How are we to understand ‘the same’ here? Is it one 
thing that now exists in one place and now in three, or are the bucket and 
the cups instances of a single species? 

Aristotle just may be responding to a specific way of viewing stuffs, 
namely, as distributed individuals: water, for instance, is a single entity 
consisting, at any moment, of all the water that there is. On such a view, 
different bits of water are like different parts of Socrates, and when I point 
to three buckets of water and say of each, ‘this is water’, it is like pointing 
to Socrates’ various limbs and saying of each ‘this is Socrates’. All water 
would then be the same in number. There is some intuitive plausibility to 
this in the case of water from the same source. At the same time, it is quite 
problematic to conceive of an individual the parts of which exist in separa- 
tion from one another. Aristotle avoids this difficulty by assimilating 
‘same’ applied to different pieces of the same stuff to sameness in species. 
However, he recognizes (as his commentators have generally not done) 
that this assimilation requires a defence, and therefore he gives one. 


103715. ‘has some differentia apart from those mentioned’: the phrase 
echein tina diaphoran para tous eirémenous tropous has vexed translators, 
since it seems a very clumsy way to say ‘is different’. But diaphora is the 
technical term ‘differentia’, and Aristotle has just given the characteristics 
which differentiate three senses of ‘same’. I take him to be saying ‘you 
might think that this case exhibits a further differentia apart from those 
three’. Of course, since a species is characterized by its differentia, this 
amounts to ‘you might think there is another species of sameness besides 
these’. 


103°23-31. ‘indicated in several ways’: the word apodidotai often means 
‘explain’ or even ‘define’, but in the present case Aristotle most likely is 
thinking of different ways of indicating something which is the same as X: 
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T can do so by using a word with the same meaning as X, or X’s definition, 
or X’s unique property, or some expression which under the present 
circumstances just happens to designate the same thing as X. Of these 
possibilities, Aristotle thinks of the first two as the ‘strictest’ or ‘most 
representative’ cases. (Compare Met. A 6, 1016°35ff., which discusses 
senses of ‘one’ that correspond very closely to these senses of ‘same’.) But 
he has earlier explained ‘same in number’ as ‘one thing with several 
names’; and if we take that explanation seriously, the Jast case seems best 
to illustrate it. After all, under the circumstances envisaged ‘Socrates’ and 
‘the one sitting’ actually are two names for the same individual. By con- 
trast, it is not at all clear what the ‘one thing’ is that has the two names 
‘cloak’ and ‘coat’, since there are many different things called by either 
name. One might add that these different things are all cloaks and coats 
because they are the same in species. 

A possible response is this: synonymous terms like ‘coat’ and ‘cloak’ 
mean the same thing. That is, they do not simply designate the same things 
but do so in virtue of having the same meaning. The same holds for a term 
and its definition. Unique properties (apart from accidental ones) do not 
have the same meaning but nevertheless are necessarily coextensive: thus, 
they necessarily designate the same things. By contrast, expressions which 
accidentally designate the same thing do so only because under the special 
features of a situation, one of them turns out to designate exactly what the 
other does. Thus, they do not have the same meanings, and it is only a 
coincidence that they designate the same things. 

If this is what Aristotle has in mind, then he may be distinguishing 
between what an expression applies to and the way in which it applies to it. 
Comparable distinctions do occur in Aristotle: thus, he will sometimes say 
that two things ‘are the same, though their being (einai) is different’— 
meaning that they coincide, even necessarily, but are distinct in nature or 
definition. There may be a hint of such a distinction in Aristotle’s way of 
describing his cases. When he says that ‘this is customarily indicated in 
several ways’, we may take him to mean ‘there are several ways in which I 
may indicate something that is the same as X.’ One way to do so is to use an 
expression which means the same as X (a synonym or a definition): this can 
be thought of as the primary way to indicate ‘what is the same’ because the 
two expressions not only necessarily apply to the same thing but do so in 
the same way, that is, in virtue of the same meaning. A second, and less 
strict, way to do so is by giving a unique property of X, which necessarily 
applies to the same thing but in virtue of a different meaning. The least 
strict way is to find something which happens to apply to the same thing as 
X, but only coincidentally. 
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103°32-9. This explanation applies only to the last case, things acciden- 
tally the same. Presumably, Aristotle regards this weakest case as so weak 
that someone might object that it does not even count, and therefore he 
gives an argument for it. Underlying it there may be a hint of the principle 
that two expressions are the same if they can be substituted for one 
another without change of meaning (thus, the command given is the same 
when we replace a name by ‘the one sitting’). 


CHAPTER 8 


1031-19. Aristotle now tries to establish the claim asserted in 101°13-18 
that all dialectical arguments are ‘made from’ (ek) and ‘about’ (pros) the 
predicables. Here, ‘from’ and ‘through’ correspond to ‘from’ in 101°13-18 
(perhaps distinguishing premisses from other parts of the reasoning), while 
‘about’ corresponds to ‘about’ (pros) and ‘concerning’ (peri) in earlier 
text. Since he has already recognized a sort of equivalence between the 
problems arguments are about and the premisses they are made from, 
what he needs to do is establish that in every predication, the predicate 
stands in one of the predicable relationships to the subject. ‘Proof: pistis, 
as at 100°19 (cf. Commentary on 100*27-'3). Aristotle offers two proofs, 
one through induction (epagdgé) and one through deduction (according to 
I, 12 and passages in other works, induction and deduction comprise the 
two species of argument). The proof through induction simply consists in 
telling us what such a proof would rest on, viz. the examination of indi- 
vidual problems and premisses to see that each one always falls under the 
fourfold division. 

The proof through deduction makes use of the scheme of division shown 
in Fig. 1: 


Predicates 


Counterpredicating Not counterpredicating 


Signifying what Not signifying In the definition: Not in the 


it is: definition what it is: genus or definition: 
peculiar differentia accident 
property 


72 


COMMENTARY 103°I—-19 


Since each division in the schema is a dichotomy, using a property and its 
negation, every predicate must fall into one and only one of the four lowest 
classifications. Therefore, Aristotle has a sound argument for the com- 
pleteness of the classification presented here. However, it is not obvious 
that this schema corresponds to the divisions made in I. 5. 

The problem is the definition of ‘genus’ (definitions and unique proper- 
ties are defined as before, accidents in accordance with the first definition 
at 102°4-5). The division which captures genus and differentia yields the 
following definition: 


A is genus or differentia of B= A is predicated of B and does not 
counterpredicate with B and is in the 
definition of B 


We might see the first two components of this as equivalent to ‘A is 
predicated of B and of other things besides’, which in turn is close to the 
‘predicated of many things’ in the definition of ‘genus’ at 102°31-2. Unfor- 
tunately, a case can be made that differentiae are usually, if not always, 
counterpredicated of their species. Furthermore, we now find ‘stated in the 
definition’ in place of ‘predicated in the what-it-is’. This allows Aristotle to 
make explicit the conception of a definition as composed of genus and 
differentia, but he does not tell us what the difference between these two 
is nor explain why a definition must have this form (nor does he do so in I. 
5). What his argument actually establishes is the unexciting result that if A 
is predicated of B, then A must be the definition of B, a unique property of 
B, one of the things in B’s definition, or something else. This hardly shows 
that every predicate must be in one of the four predicable relations Aris- 
totle has defined, since differentiae are now included; it does not explain 
how this division is related to the earlier definition of ‘genus’, nor how to 
distinguish genus and differentia; and, as in I. 5, it says nothing about the 
second definition of ‘accident’ at 102°6-7. 

We can perhaps improve Aristotle’s argument by calling on other texts, 
especially Top. IV. 2, IV. 5, and VI. 6 (the last is the closest thing in 
the Topics to an account of differentiae). First, the distinction between a 
genus and a differentia is that a genus ‘signifies what its subject is’ (ti 
sémainei) whereas. a differentia ‘signifies what sort it is’ (poion ti s@mainei: 
see e.g. VI. 6, 144°17-22). This can be put into rough correspondence with 
the requirement of 102°3 1-2 that the genus is ‘predicated in the what-it-is’: 
it is appropriate to give a thing’s genus, not its differentia, in answer to the 
question ‘what is it?’ (Aristotle gives this distinction in IV. 6, 128#23-6). 
Thus, we could add a subdivision to the schema shown in Fig. 1 (see Fig. 2). 

For this to work, then, there must be a difference between ‘predicated in 
the what-it-is’ and ‘stated in the definition’. Unfortunately, Aristotle is not 
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Stated in the definition 


Signifies what it is: genus Signifies what sort it is: differentia 


very clear on this point: at VII. 3, 153°17-22, he says that both genus and 
differentia are predicated in the what-it-is, and elsewhere (e.g. An. Post. 1. 
4) ‘in the what-it-is’ just seems to mean ‘contained in the definition’. 
Aristotle’s views here may be unsettled: IV. 6, 128*20-0, the closest thing 
in the Topics to an explicit account of the difference between genus and 
differentia, begins ‘Since some people think the differentia is also predi- 
cated of the species in the what-it-is’. See the Introduction for more on this 
topic. 


103°15-16. ‘composed of a genus and differentiae’: Aristotle usually in- 
sists that a definition is composed of a proximate genus and its specific 
differentia, so the plural ‘differentiae’ is a bit surprising. However, he 
sometimes recognizes another conception according to which a definition 
consists of a higher genus and progressive differentiae of a species of this, 
a subspecies of that species, etc., and he may have this in mind here. 


CHAPTER 9 


103°20. This section introduces one of the most famous of Aristotelian 
doctrines, that of the categories. In fact, the word katégoria simply means 
‘predication’, and Aristotle says here that he is distinguishing ‘kinds (or 
genera) of predications’ (ta gené ton katégori6n). Almost immediately, 
however, these become simply ‘the predications’. We find him using this 
sort of shorthand elsewhere, e.g. ‘the problems’ in the Prior Analytics for 
‘the kinds of problem’ (i.e. the types of statement), ‘the causes’ for ‘the 
kinds of cause’. This is nicely reflected in the phrase ‘the four predications 
mentioned’: the kinds of predication in which the aforementioned four 
predications (the predicables, or expressions thereof) are found. Having 
said that, I have retained the traditional ‘category’ for katégoria (but note 
that, as we should expect from the origins of the shorthand, the word is 
always plural here). 

The expression ‘categories of predications’ may seem to imply that the 
categories are themselves classes of predicates. However, they may be 
given two other interpretations. First, different types of predicate may be 
related to the subjects of which they are predicated in different ways. 
Second, different types of predicate may correspond to different types of 
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entity. In fact, all three interpretations. may be involved .in the uses to 
which Aristotle puts the categories elsewhere. We find the categories as 
types of predicate~subject relation in An. Post. I. 22 (and cf. below, 103°36- 
9); they are clearly types of entity, with corresponding senses of ‘is’, in the 
Metaphysics (B 3, A7, E2, Z 1), where each category is linked to a different 
sense of ‘exists’. 

I have for the most part retained the traditional names of the categories. 
Literally, they are ‘what it is’ (ti esti) ‘how much’ (poson), ‘what sort’ 
(poion), ‘in relation to something’ (pros ti), ‘where’ (pou), ‘when’ (pote), 
‘to be situated’ (keisthai), ‘to have’ (echein), ‘to do’ (poiein), ‘to undergo’ 
(paschein). However, it is clear that these are already technical uses 
for Aristotle, since he uses them elsewhere in the Topics as, in effect, 
indeclinable nouns or adjectives. No gain in clarity would result from 
literalness. 

The first category is an exception. Aristotle identifies this as ‘what it is’, 
but soon varies this with ‘substance’ (ousia), his preferred term for this 
category elsewhere. Interpreters also differ on the correct rendering of this 
term, which is derived from the verb ‘be’ (on- + sia = ‘being-ness’) and in 
everyday Greek can mean simply ‘wealth’ or ‘possessions’. Something like 
‘entity’ (Owens’s rendering) is probably close to the mark: I choose ‘sub- 
stance’ on the authority of tradition. The translation of fi esti is more 
problematic: ‘essence’ is favoured by tradition, but modern philosophical 
usage of this term is so variable that this is not likely to help. The unnatural 
look of my rendering, ‘what-it-is’ with hyphens, is intended to remind us 
that this is a technical locution for Aristotle. 

Aristotle presents the categories as arising out of classifications of the 
answers to questions about something—evidently, about anything whatso- 
ever. Ackrill (1963, 78-9) notes that we can imagine two different series of 
such questions. First, we may ask about something (e.g. Socrates), ‘What is 
it?’ When we get an answer (e.g. ‘A man’), we repeat this question about 
that, getting another answer (e.g. ‘An animal’). At each step, we obtain a 
higher genus; the process continues until we reach the highest genus pos- 
sible, which will be a category (in the example, ‘substance’). Alternatively, 
we may classify the different kinds of question we can ask about a single 
thing: ‘What is it?’ ‘Of what sort is it’? ‘Where is it?’ Answers appropriate 
to one of these questions will generally make no sense in response to 
another. The categories will then emerge from these classifications of 
answers. 

As Ackrill notes, the first series of questions leads to a classification of 
subjects, while the second leads to a classification of predicates. Although 
the results of the two series are (as Ackrill says) equivalent, they neverthe- 
less reflect the ambiguity of interpretation of the categories noted above 
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(the second series could also be seen as leading to a classification of 
predications as well as of predicates). 

Aristotle gives lists of categories elsewhere, though only the Categories 
(4, 125-7) repeats the ten given here: elsewhere we find shorter lists of 
eight (Phys. V. 1, 115°5, Met. K 12, 10688, An. Post. I. 22, 83221, °16), six 
(Met. E 4, 10294, Phys. 1. 7, 190°34, EN I. 6, 1096°23, EE I. 8, 121728), five 
(Met. E 2, 1026736, Rhet. II. 7, 1385°5), or even four (GC I. 3, 317°9, Met. Z 
7, 1032°15). In general, the Categories most closely resembles the Topics in 
its account. One similarity is that neither treatise makes any kind of at- 
tempt to defend the list of ten categories (on this score, Categories 4 is even 
sparer than Top. I. 9). 


103°29. ‘the example under consideration’: to ekkeimenon, literally ‘what 
is set out’. Some translators take this rather vividly, so that Aristotle is 
imagining someone in the presence of a concrete individual (in the first 
case, some individual human being) ‘set out’ for some kind of considera- 
tion. The verbs ekkeisthai and ektithenai are sometimes associated in 
Aristotle with argumentative procedures in which an individual is singled 
out for consideration (see e.g. An. Pr. I. 41, 49°33-50*4), but this need not 
refer to actual contemplation of a concrete individual. 


103°36-9. ‘said about itself’: Aristotle has previously given definitions 
and genera as the two types of predicates which ‘say what it is’ about their 
subjects. Since he explicitly mentions the genus as the second alternative, 
we would expect this first one to refer to predicating a thing’s definition of 
it. However, it would be odd to call that ‘saying it of itself’, and the 
examples he gives do not seem to include definitions. If we take those 
examples to be predications with a concrete individual as subject, ‘said of 
itself’ is again odd, since a concrete individual cannot serve as a predicate. 
And predicating its species of a concrete individual, e.g. saying ‘That is 
human’ or ‘That is white’ of something indicated by ostension, also hardly 
qualifies as something ‘said about itself’. (This is another reason for trans- 
lating to ekkeimenon as I do above.) 

It is better to see Aristotle as distinguishing between absolute and 
relative senses of ‘what-it-is’. Substantial predicates like ‘man’ and ‘horse’ 
signify a what-it-is in the absolute sense. However, every predicate, 
whether substantial or not, can be defined, and the definition of a predicate 
says what it is in the relative sense. Generalizing, Aristotle says: predicat- 
ing any species of itself, or any genus of one of its species, counts as ‘saying 
what it is’ in the relative sense, regardless of the category of the predicate. 
However, in predications that cross categorial lines, the category of the 
predicate also indicates the relation of predicate to subject. This distinction 
is important to Aristotle elsewhere, e.g. An. Post. I. 22. 
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103°39-104°2. At ro1>r1-13 Aristotle said that it would be sufficient for 
his purposes to explain what arguments are about, what they are made of, 
and how we may be equipped to deal with them. As these lines note, I. 4— 
g accomplish the first two of these tasks (by giving a system for classifying 
premisses and problems). It remains to say how we are to be ‘equipped to 
deal’ with these. Some interpreters suppose that the ‘means by which’ is 
the four ‘instruments’ Aristotle discusses in I. 13-18 (cf. 108°32, which 
refers retrospectively to ‘the tools by means of which deductions come 
about’). In that case, we should expect I. 10-12 to explain ‘how we are to 
obtain’ something, but that is not what we find. Brunschwig nevertheless 
sees a reference to premisses in the verb ‘obtain’ and supposes that Aris- 
totle is referring to the discussion of premisses in I. 10. A better solution, 
I think, is suggested by the end of Book VII: ‘The locations, then, by means 
of which we shall be equipped to deal with each of the problems have been 
enumerated with reasonable adequacy.’ It is therefore the contents of 
Books H-VII that give ‘the means by which’ we have an argumentative 
facility. But those contents are in turn useful only if we understand what 
premisses and problems are (I. 10-11), and Aristotle says that the four 
‘tools’ are themselves to be used in connection with these locations 
(108°33). Aristotle is referring here, then, to everything that follows 
through the end of Book VII. ‘The means by which we are to be equipped 
to deal with them’ says what ‘How we are to obtain them’ means in 
concrete terms (‘and’ is explicative). 


CHAPTER I0 


104°3-8. This passage gives an especially clear picture of the real mean- 
ings of ‘premiss’ and ‘problem’: the words get their force from their cog- 
nate verbs proteinein, proballein, which designate types of argumentative 
procedures (cf. Note on 101°28-36). I have tried to bring this out with 
redundant translations of the verbs: proteineie as ‘hold out as a premiss’, 
probaloi as ‘make a problem’. ‘What nobody thinks’ (to médeni dokoun) 
recalls the link between endoxa and what people think. ‘Contains no 
puzzle’ (ouk echei aporian) recalls Aristotle’s emphasis on ‘working 
through the puzzles’ (diaporein) as the first stage of a scientific inquiry. 
Premisses and problems are distinguished by their argumentative func- 
tions. When Aristotle says that not every premiss or problem is dialectical, 
we should ask what the non-dialectical ones look like. To judge by what he 
says here, non-dialectical premisses would at least include statements 
which have no support from any quarter, while non-dialectical problems at 
least include whatever has never been called into question by anyone. I. 1 
implies that scientific principles are also non-dialectical, and the same 
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would presumably hold for the conclusions of scientific demonstrations. 
However, many scientific principles might also appear to be the case to one 
of the relevant groups; many demonstrable propositions will also be de- 
nied by those lacking the relevant science. Elsewhere, Aristotle says that 
the many and the wise often have exactly opposed sentiments about what 
is obvious and what is puzzling (see e.g. Met. A 1~2). Hence controversial 
scientific principles and conclusions should qualify as dialectical. 


104°8-12. ‘the asking of something acceptable’ (erdtésis endoxos): that is, 
putting an acceptable proposition forward as a question. Note that this 
again emphasizes that a dialectical premiss is a kind of question asked: cf. 
An. Pr. I. 1, 24°24-6, 24>10-12. 

1049-10 exactly parallels 100°21-3 except that the word endoxon now 
replaces ‘what seems so’ (ta dokounta). This indicates that even in the 
earlier passage, Aristotle is not defining endoxa but instead specifying the 
different types of endoxa. The conclusion is that the term endoxon really is 
a relative term: to be acceptable is to be acceptable to someone. If we keep 
this in mind, a number of puzzles disappear. 

‘contrary to opinion’ (paradoxos): ‘paradoxical’ is too narrow. What 
Aristotle says is only that one cannot use an opinion of ‘the wise’ as a 
dialectical premiss if it is contrary to what most people think: the view need 
not be ‘paradoxical’ in a stronger sense, e.g. supported by a paradoxical 
argument. This would imply that the opinions of the wise might be used as 
dialectical premisses under two circumstances: if they agree with the opin- 
ions of the many, or if there simply is nothing about the subject in question 
which counts as the opinion of the many. Note that this must only apply to 
the opinions of the wise, since it would be otiose to say that what all or 
most people think is ‘not contrary to opinion’. 


10g*12-15. Aristotle follows his definition by listing three further classes 
of acceptable premiss. The first two classes depend on logical transforma- 
tions which, when applied to acceptable premisses, yield other premisses 
that are (or at least ‘appear to be’) acceptable; the third class amounts to 
‘expert opinions’. 

104*15-20. First transformation: if some term in an acceptable premiss is 
replaced by a similar term, the result is also acceptable. Aristotle’s exam- 
ples make the point clear enough. However, he does not explain just what 
use is to be made of such transformations. In fact, the inference from one 
such premiss to another here recalls a type of move often found in Plato’s 
dialogues, that is, reasoning from one case to another similar one. Aristotle 
may therefore be proposing a general strategy for obtaining premisses: in 
order to obtain p from an opponent, try first to obtain some premiss 
derived from p by replacing some term with a similar one. 
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104°20-30. To understand Aristotle’s second group of transformations, 
we must look ahead to II. 7, which uses very similar examples in discussing 
another question. Suppose that we have a compound term containing two 
terms A and B, each of which has a contrary. As an example, consider the 
compound ‘doing good to one’s friends’: its components ‘doing good’ and 
‘one’s friends’ have as contraries ‘doing ill’ and ‘one’s enemies’. We can 
form various other expressions by substituting the contrary of A, or the 
contrary of B, or both, in the original expression. Which of these are 
contrary to which? Aristotle’s answer in II. 7 is that if we replace one term 
in a complex with its contrary, the new complex is contrary to the old, but 
that if we replace both terms the new complex is not contrary. For instance, 
‘doing good to one’s enemies’ and ‘doing ill to one’s friends’ are both 
contrary to ‘doing good to one’s friends’, but ‘doing ill to one’s enemies’ is 
not. 

Now the simplest way to describe the rule on which he is relying would 
be something like this: if a premiss is acceptable, then the premiss we get 
by replacing one term in it with its contrary and negating the result is also 
acceptable. This is in accordance with the results of IT. 7: when one term in 
a complex is replaced with its contrary, the resulting complex is contrary to 
the original. The phrase ‘put forward as a negation’ recalls the dialectical 
context, in which premisses are questions: the transformed premiss will get 
an affirmative answer if we pose it in the manner of a negation. 

(Two complications should be mentioned in passing. First, is Aristotle 
thinking of relations of contrariety between terms or between proposi- 
tions? He is sensitive to this point elsewere, e.g. De Int. 7; however, it is 
difficult to find evidence of it in the present passage. Second, in Greek, as 
well as in English, ‘must not’ is not the negation of ‘must’: the negation of 
‘One must do good to one’s friends’ is ‘One need not do good to one’s 
friends’. Aristotle’s translators and commentators have generally missed 
this point as much as Aristotle; I shall ignore it.) 


104'28-33. Now Aristotle turns to the other case considered in II. 7: 
replacing two terms in a complex with their contraries. II. 7 says that this 
transformation does not produce contraries. Therefore, the new premiss 
will not be contrary to the old premiss, and we cannot expect it to be 
acceptable when put forward as a negation. But Aristotle goes beyond this 
to say that the two-term transformation itself will be acceptable. He may be 
relying on a rule similar to that stated in II. 8, 113°27-34 (see Excerpt A): 
if A goes with B, then the contrary of A goes with the contrary of B. 
The phrase ‘in parallel’ (en paraboléi) has vexed interpreters, but it 
seems most natural to take it as contrasted with ‘as a negation’: what 
distinguishes the present case from those before is just that the premiss 
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obtained from the transformation is not negated and is thus ‘parallel’ to the 
original. 


104°30-—3. ‘What we say about contraries’ probably refers to IJ. 7, where 
Aristotle argues at some length that A + B and Contrary(A) + 
Contrary(B) are not contraries, using the very terms found here (1131-8); 
this suggests that some of his contemporaries were inclined to think 
otherwise. 


104733-7. Since doctors and geometers are ‘the wise’ when it comes to 
medicine and geometry respectively, it would seem that their opinions on 
their areas of expertise automatically qualify as endoxa. But if we suppose, 
as I have, that there are many lists of endoxa for different types of inter- 
locutor, Aristotle may be making the different point that expert opinion 
can always be used as a source of dialectical premisses: anyone would 
concede what the relevant experts think. 


CHAPTER II 


x0q'x-5. Aristotle has already explained what a problem is, to wit, some 
proposition considered as a subject for debate. He now explains which 
problems count as dialectical. An earlier remark in IL. 10 (104°6-7) implies 
that in order to be dialectical, a problem must be susceptible of real 
disagreement. The second part of Aristotle’s definition reflects this: a 
dialectical problem is something about which people hold either conflict- 
ing opinions or no opinion. The term ‘point of speculation’ (thedréma) is 
derived from the verb theorein, Aristotle’s usual designation for the activ- 
ity of pure intellectual inquiry. However, in wider Greek usage a theéréma 
could be anything intended to be beheld or looked at (such as a theatrical 
spectacle). Aristotle himself uses the term in application to the ‘phantasm’ 
or mental representation which he thinks is necessarily involved in sense 
perception. 

A dialectical problem, then, is by definition a subject about which people 
can disagree. But Aristotle’s definition also includes a specification of 
subject-matter: ‘choice and avoidance’ or ‘truth and knowledge’. If we take 
this as a limitation, then any problem not concerned with either of these 
will fail to be dialectical. However, it is difficult to imagine an example of 
such a problem: it would need to be a subject about which genuine disa- 
greement is possible but which is concerned neither with practical choices 
nor with theoretical understanding. The specification of subject-matter is 
better understood as a very general classification of problems, derived 
from observation of the subjects of actual dialectical exchanges (see the 
comments on the following lines and on 105°19-29). 


80 


COMMENTARY 104°5-12 


10q4's5-12. The threefold division of problems is often taken to corre- 
spond to the division of premisses and problems into ‘ethical’, ‘scientific’, 
and ‘logical’ at 105>19-29. This identification is given some support by the 
use of the example ‘whether the universe is eternal’ in both passages but it 
is hardly certain. In any event, Aristotle is not stipulating what counts as a 
subject of dialectical discussion but rather classifying the actual subjects 
encountered in dialectical exchanges. To use terminology common in his 
own later works, some of these problems are practical—concerned with 
deliberation and action—while others are theoretical, i.e. concerned with 
knowledge only. In fact, the way in which he makes the distinction later in 
the chapter is very much in accordance with the treatment of ‘theoretical 
wisdom’ (sophia) and ‘practical wisdom’ (phronésis), the two principal 
intellectual virtues, in EN VI. However, the present distinction is not 
explicitly correlated with that pair (see the Commentary on 105°19-29 for 
further discussion.) 


104°6. ‘know the answers to some problems’: literally, just ‘know some 
problems’ (enia eidenai). But the standard expression of a problem is with 
a ‘whether’ clause, and thus the problem itself fits exactly (in Greek as in 
English) as a direct object of ‘know’: ‘to know whether p’. I have supplied 
‘answers’ to make this sense clear. 


104°12-17. The essential characteristic of a dialectical problem is that it is 
something which can be meaningfully debated. Although Aristotle initially 
defines a dialectical problem in 104°1~5 as something about which there is 
actual disagreement, he now observes that debate may be possible in two 
further cases even if divergence of opinion does not exist. In a sense, his 
two cases are opposite extremes. First, it may be the case that there are 
arguments for and against a given view (regardless of whether there is a 
real difference of opinion about it). In such a case, the arguments them- 
selves make debate possible (as examples, we might think of almost any 
philosophical issue). Second, the question may be so ‘vast’ that we simply 
do not know what to say: we have no arguments. Either of these types of 
question, says Aristotle, might give rise to an inquiry, and thus both are 
dialectical. 

The term ‘puzzle’ has a special significance in Aristotle’s usage. He 
approaches philosophical questions with the assumption that human 
knowledge itself progresses in a manner similar to a dialectical discussion: 
understanding increases by first recognizing the ‘puzzles’ that exist con- 
cerning a subject and then discovering solutions to them. According to 
Met. A, philosophy—theoretical inquiry—always begins in ‘wonder’ 
(thaumazein), that is, the recognition that a certain state of affairs is in 
need of explanation. The goal of philosophy is then to find this explanation 
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and thereby dispel the wonder or puzzlement. Aristotle normally begins 
his discussions of subjects by first laying out all the puzzles that have 
been raised concerning them, a procedure he designates with the verb 
diaporein. 

A much-discussed passage in the Nicomachean Ethics (VII. 1, 1145°I-7) 
says that any inquiry should begin with the ‘appearances’ (phainomena) 
and, by a process of working through the puzzles, try to ‘solve’ these 
puzzles while retaining the greatest number possible of the endoxa 
concerning the subject-matter. G. E. L. Owen (1961) proposed that the 
‘appearances’ include not only observations of natural phenomena 
but also opinions held by the general public or by other philosophers—in 
other words, things that are endoxa, according to the Topics. We could 
take this to mean only that the fact of general acceptance is a prima facie 
reason for supposing that an opinion is true, so that we should at least 
take any such opinion seriously. However, the closing words of the 
Nicomachean Ethics passage hint at something stronger: ‘for if the difficul- 
ties are solved and the endoxa remain, that would be proof enough’. On 
this basis, some have concluded that some kind of dialectical justification is 
constitutive of truth for the first principles (see Nussbaum 1986, Irwin 
1988). I do not find such arguments persuasive (see Hamlyn 1990 for 
criticism of Nussbaum and Irwin); in any event, no such view need be read 
into the Topics. 


104°18-28. A ‘thesis’ or ‘position’ (thesis), as defined here, is a startling or 
incredible view that is taken seriously only because some famous person 
has maintained it, or because some argument can be advanced for it. Note 
that these will correspond to the views ‘contrary to opinion’ disqualified as 
dialectical premisses at 104710-12. The tone of the discussion again shows 
that Aristotle is not introducing a new term but instead fitting established 
terminology into his own framework. Evidently, ‘problem’ and ‘thesis’ 
were both current in dialectic, probably without being sharply distin- 
guished from one another. Aristotle proposes a distinction according to 
which a thesis is a kind of problem; argues for it; and then tries to mollify 
any offence the argument might offer by saying that names do not really 
matter so long as we understand the underlying distinctions they are meant 
to capture. 

Since thesis is connected with tithenai, the verb that indicates the accept- 
ance of a premiss, it is a surprise to find ‘thesis’ defined here as quite the 
opposite of something ‘acceptable’. However, what makes something a 
thesis in the sense of 104>19ff. is principally its acceptance by someone 
famous. Thus, Aristotle’s qualification at 104'22-4 is intended to make it 
clear that not just anyone’s acceptance of a proposition makes it a thesis. 
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Compare Alexander on 105°10: ‘he used the word “thesis” here because of 
agreeing, ie. supposing [tithesthai]’ (g1. 12-13). 


104"26-7. ‘the musician who is literate’: the point Aristotle is making is 
easier to see than the example with which he makes it. His intent is merely 
to illustrate the second class of theses, those supported by argument. The 
conclusion of the argument is clear: ‘not everything which is either has 
come to be or is eternal’. No one would be inclined to take such a thesis 
seriously but for the fact that an argument can be constructed in its sup- 
port. Moreover, since Aristotle characterizes the propounders of the argu- 
ment in question as sophists, he intends to include as theses of this sort any 
paradox in the usual sense of the term. 

The argument he has in mind is almost certainly the one which appears 
in fuller form in Met. E 2, 1026°18-20, and K 8, 1064523-6. One possible 
reconstruction is as follows: Suppose that X, who is literate but not musi- 
cal, becomes musical. After this has happened, we can say ‘X the musician 
is literate’. However, it does not appear that X the musician became 
literate: there was a time when there was no such thing as X the literate 
musician (i.e. the time at which X was not a musician), but there is never 
a time at which X the musician changed from being illiterate to being 
literate. Other reconstructions are possible. The word translated ‘musical’ 
may also mean ‘cultured’ or ‘educated’, so that it presupposes literacy (the 
ability to read and write). In that case, it would be impossible for anyone 
‘musical’ to become literate, since ‘musicality’ in that sense presupposes 
literacy: ‘X the cultured becomes literate’ cannot ever be true. But as 
Brunschwig (1986) notes, the form of the argument in Met. K seems incon- 
sistent with this interpretation. However it is to be interpreted, the argu- 
ment is smoother in Greek, where nouns and adjectives are more parallel 
in syntax than in English: ho musikos and ho grammatikos (‘the musical 
one’, ‘the literate one’) behave like ho anthropos (‘the man’). See 
Brunschwig (1986: 128-9), Kirwan (1973: 191-2) for further discussion. 


104'29-105°2. This section also shows that ‘thesis’ is not Aristotle’s coin- 
age but had an accepted technical use in dialectic as he knew it. The sense 
seems to be that in dialectical exchanges (exercises?), the proposition 
under discussion is always referred to as a thesis, even if it is not a contro- 
versial opinion of a famous philosopher. As in other cases, Aristotle tries 
to provide a rational basis for an existing terminology. 


105°3-7. Perception and punishment can be associated respectively with 
theoretical science and ethics. Aristotle holds that a good upbringing is a 
necessary condition for understanding philosophical ethics: moral judge- 
ments rest ultimately on dispositions formed in childhood through habitu- 
ation, and habituation results from rewards and punishments. Those who 
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have the wrong dispositions are in need of punishment, not argument, to 
correct them. In the sphere of science, Aristotle holds that perception is 
ultimately the basis of knowledge: he is frequently distrustful of attempts 
(Platonic. or otherwise) to construct scientific theories a priori, and he 
rejects Plato’s view that learning is a kind of remembering. 

These lines, then, imply that dialectical argument is pursued in an at- 
tempt to resolve questions: Aristotle’s point is that it cannot make the 
wicked good nor the blind see. Does he then mean that certain questions, 
for instance the examples he gives here, cannot be the subjects of dialecti- 
cal argument? I think he is instead concerned with the limits of what 
argument can accomplish. He has already allowed that dialectical theses 
may include paradoxical assertions supported either by famous authority 
or by argument, and we have plenty of examples of these from Aristotle’s 
time that fly in the face of accepted morality and common sense. Aristotle 
is not claiming that these cannot be debated dialectically. However, there 
is a difference between debating them for the sake of argument and 
debating them ‘for real’. Arguing with the depraved is a waste of time, if 
our goal is to change their behaviour; arguing about what can be decided 
through perception, if we need that decision for practical purposes, is silly. 


105°7-9. The ‘demonstrations’ Aristotle refers to here are presumably 
arguments which establish one or the other side of a problem. Aristotle’s 
contrast between ‘near’ and ‘remote’ demonstrations probably does not 
refer so much to the intrinsic difficulty of the problems (earlier, he in- 
cluded ‘vast’ questions as dialectical) as to the length of the arguments 
themselves. A very short argument is too obvious to engage anyone’s 
attention; a lengthy argument in the style of a mathematical demonstration 
could hardly be developed or discovered in a verbal exchange. ‘Too much 
for exercises’ should not be taken to imply that all dialectical arguments 
are exercises (see I. 2 and Commentary). Aristotle never suggests that 
dialectical arguments are a means for discovering demonstrations, though 
they may have a role in developing the argumentative skills required for 
demonstration and also in discovering the principles of demonstrations. A 
truly difficult demonstration is likely to be discovered only by a solitary 
thinker; trying to come up with it during an argumentative exchange is 
bound to be a waste of time. 


CHAPTER 12 


105*t0-19. Induction (epagodgé) is the ancestor of the modern philosophi- 
cal notion (or notions) of inductive argument. As defined here, an induc- 
tion is an argument from many instances to a universal generalization. 
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Broadly similar definitions are present or implicit in VIII. 1, 1564-6; An. 
Post. I. 1, 71°8-9; Rhet. I. 2, 1356°14-15 (see also below, I. 18, 108°10-11 
and Commentary). 

Aristotle often repeats the claim that all arguments are either inductive 
or deductive (An. Pr. II. 23, 68°13-14; An. Post. I. 1, 71*5-11; Rhet. I. 2, 
1356°35—°4, II. 20, 1393°24-5; EN VI. 3, 1139°27-9). Elsewhere he hints at 
the same point by giving inductive and deductive arguments for the same 
point (a good example is I. 8 above). Given the connections between 
dialectic and Socrates, it is noteworthy that in Met M 4, 1078°27-30, 
Aristotle credits Socrates with two advances in dialectic, one of which is 
inductive arguments. Aristotle often contrasts induction and deduction as 
moving in opposite directions: induction is from individuals to universals, 
deduction from universals. In the theory of demonstrative science, induc- 
tion plays an epistemic role as the source of knowledge of the first 
premisses of sciences which (Aristotle argues) cannot be known by deduc- 
tion from other principles. Thus, induction and deduction are the two 
sources of knowledge, as well as the two forms of argument. 

In modern philosophical usage, an inductive argument is an argument 
from individual instances to a universal generalization: 


X, is an A and an F 
X, is an A and an F 


X, is an A and an F 
Therefore, every A is an F 


The inference from any number of premisses of the form ‘X is an A and an 
F’ to the universal conclusion ‘Every A is an F’ is, formally speaking, 
invalid: the truth of the conclusion is not a necessary consequence of the 
premisses. However, such inferences are indispensable for empirical 
knowledge. A critical issue for the modern philosophy of science has 
therefore been just the problem of induction: what is the nature of the 
inference from a finite number of instances to a universal generalization, 
and when are such inductive arguments good ones (‘inductively valid’)? 
From this modern viewpoint, what Aristotle has to say about induction 
is disappointing. Though he distinguishes between induction and deduc- 
tion, he does not really recognize a ‘problem’ of induction. Since he prac- 
tically defines ‘deduction’ as ‘argument in which the premisses necessitate 
the conclusion’, and since he says that inductions are not deductions, it 
would seem to follow that the conclusions of inductions are not necessi- 
tated by their premisses. But this is an interpreter’s conclusion, not one 
Aristotle draws. Moreover, some of his remarks about induction (notably 
the role he attributes to it in An. Post. II. 19) have sometimes been taken 
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to imply that it is more secure in some way than deduction. A complicating 
factor is that Aristotle does not distinguish clearly between the type of 
inductive argument given above and a second type: 


Every X is an F 

Every Y is an F 

Every Z is an F 

X, Y, and Z are species of A 
Therefore, every A is an F 


In fact, the example in I. 12 is of this form. So understood, inductive 
arguments can easily be supplemented so as to make them deductively 
valid: we need only strengthen the last premiss to ‘X, Y, and Z are the only 
species of A.’ Aristotle proposes just this in An. Pr. II. 23. 

A full discussion of Aristotle’s views concerning induction would take us 
even farther from the Topics. But if we confine ourselves to induction as a 
device in argumentative exchanges, then we could ask: under what circum- 
stances am I entitled to infer a general conclusion when my respondent has 
conceded a number of its instances? In Book VIII we get some indications 
of Aristotle’s answer to this question; see below, I. 18, 10810-11; VIII. 1, 
156°3~7; VIII. 2, 157718-°33; VUI. 8; and the associated Comments. For 
more of Aristotle’s views on induction see An. Pr. II. 23~4; An. Post. I. 1, 
I. 18, II. 19; Rhet. I. 2, 1356°25-°37; EN VI. 3, 1139°26-35. 


105*16-19. Aristotle thinks inductive arguments are less sophisticated or 
less artful than deductions. Induction starts with what is perceptible to the 
senses, which is more intelligible or familiar ‘to us’ (that is, to people in 
general), and proceeds to universals, which are remote from sensation and 
less intelligible to us but more intelligible ‘by nature’ (that is, give the true 
explanations of the phenomena we perceive). In the order of acquisition of 
knowledge, then, induction is prior to deduction, and it is therefore more 
comprehensible to ordinary people unskilled in reasoning. Furthermore, 
on Aristotle’s account, all inductive arguments have essentially the same 
structure: instances followed by a generalization. 

Deductions, by contrast, take many diverse forms, and it requires some 
skill not only to construct them but even to understand them. A complex 
deduction may be utterly lost on an unsophisticated audience, even though 
its conclusion is indeed necessitated by its premisses. Anyone who under- 
stands a deduction will understand the inescapability of its conclusion 
given its premisses; but in many cases only a few will understand. Not 
surprisingly, Aristotle has very much more to say about deductions than 
about inductions, both in the Topics and in the Prior Analytics. 
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Aristotle’s characterization of deductions as ‘more coercive’ than induc- 
tions is perhaps an acknowledgement that a good inductive argument may 
be deductively invalid, so that its premisses do not necessitate its conclu- 
sion. However, he does not actually say this, nor does he do so clearly 
elsewhere. He may mean something like this instead. As instances are 
adduced, it quickly becomes clear where an inductive argument is headed. 
Such arguments therefore are easier to follow, but for the same reason 
they require a certain amount of co-operative spirit: a recalcitrant adver- 
sary will be unlikely to grant the needed instances. Deductions, by con- 
trast, require fewer premisses and no goodwill on the part of the 
respondent in order to reach their conclusions, and thus they are more 
coercive. A good dialectician can deduce a conclusion from premisses 
conceded by an otherwise recalcitrant answerer. Refutations are coercive 
in just this way, forcing people to inconsistent admissions on the basis of 
their own concessions. 


105*17. ‘more intelligible in the way perception is’: What we know 
through sense perception is more intelligible to us but less intelligible in 
itself; since induction is closely tied to sense perception, inductive argu- 
ments are also more intelligible to us, though they are incapable of pro- 
viding the understanding of causes required for science. This harmonizes 
with the remainder of the passage, which emphasizes the ordinary and 
common-sense character of inductive argument. 


CHAPTER 13 


105721-33. At I. 4, 1011-13, Aristotle said that an adequate account of 
his dialectical ‘procedure’ would state ‘the number and kinds of things that 
arguments are about, and what they are made of, and how we are to be 
supplied with these’. He now turns to the last component of this, enumer- 
ating four ‘tools’ (organa) by means of which we are to be equipped with 
deductions. Of course, this means ‘equipped with deductions for any con- 
clusion desired’. After enumerating these, Aristotle discusses each. The 
first, ‘obtaining premisses’ (protaseis labein), receives a detailed treatment 
in I. 14, and the second, ‘distinguishing the number of ways a word applies’, 
an even longer one in I. 15; the third and fourth, ‘finding differences’ and 
‘the examination of likeness’, rate only cursory discussions (I. 16, I. 17). 
One thing missing from this list, and indeed not mentioned at all until 
the very last sentence of Book I, is the ‘locations’ or ‘places’ (topoi) which 
have given the Topics its name. Since these occupy by far the largest part 
of the treatise, commentators have been much exercised to fill in the gap 
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left by Aristotle’s reticence and to answer the closely related question just 
what a topos is. My view is spelt out in the Introduction. Aristotle’s 
dialectical art is to be a procedure for finding premisses that meet two 
requirements: (i) they will be conceded by our opponent and (ii) they will 
imply the conclusion we want to establish. To meet (i), we need to know 
what sorts of things our opponent will accept, whereas to meet (ii), we 
need to know what follows from what. A solution to the problem would 
result if we had a double system for classifying propositions: first as lists of 
opinions of different sorts of people, next as possible premisses for deriv- 
ing a given conclusion. Aristotle’s method, as I reconstruct it, rests on just 
such a system of classification. First, he tells us in I. 14 that we should 
compile lists of the opinions of various kinds of person. Next, in Books 
II-VI of the Topics, he gives us ‘locations’ (topoi) which consist of recipes 
for constructing arguments for various conclusions (Brunschwig character- 
izes a topos nicely as ‘a machine for making premisses beginning from any 
given conclusion’). To use the method, we first determine our conclusion 
(which is simply the denial of the answerer’s thesis). Then, using the 
collection of topoi, we find some premisses from which it would follow. 
Finally, we search for those premisses among the relevant collection of 
opinions. Once we have found them, all that remains is to present them to 
our opponent in an appropriate manner as questions (cf. VIII. 1, 155°4-7). 


10523-4. The second tool, being able to distinguish the different mean- 
ings of a word, includes two distinct abilities: being able to tell whether a 
word has different meanings and knowing what these meanings are. Aris- 
totle devotes considerable attention to the second of these in other works: 
there are, for example, many alternative definitions for terms offered in 
the Rhetoric, and Met. A consists entirely of discussions of ‘how many 
ways’. No such discussion is contained in the Topics, however. What we 
find instead is a lengthy series of tests (in I. 15) for addressing the comple- 
mentary question whether a word has multiple senses. Aristotle discusses 
what this tool is useful for in I. 18, 108918-37. 

The phrase ‘how many ways something is said’ (posachds legetai) is 
worth some attention in itself. One possible meaning of legetai (‘is said’) is 
the simple passive voice ‘is called’. In this sense, different things to which 
the same word applies may sometimes be called the same thing in different 
ways. Just this use appears, for example, in 1064-5: justice and courage are 
called good in one way, the healthful and what produces fitness called good 
in another way. (As J interpret it, the same construction is found in 105*27- 
38: see below.) Here, the subject of legetai is the thing to which the word 
applies, not the word. In Aristotle, however, another use of legetai is also 
common: if A is predicated of B, then A is ‘said of’ (legetai kata) B. Here 
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the subject of legetai is the word itself. Finally, the verb /egein can mean 
‘mean’ (having either person or utterance as its subject). These senses are 
interrelated. If X and Y are both called A—that is, if A is ‘said of’ them— 
but in different ways, then X and Y are called (A) in many ways ( pollachés 
legetai); therefore, since A is said of (legetai) both X and Y but in different 
ways, the term A is said of (other things) in many ways (pollachos legetai). 
The upshot is that pollachds legetai is itself ‘said in many ways’, and in a 
way that it is difficult to capture in English translation. Most often in the 
Topics (for instance in I. 15), it is clearly a word that pollachdés legetai. I 
have therefore opted for the somewhat artificial ‘said in many ways’, with 
the intention of suggesting that Aristotle’s expression may also be some- 
what artificial. In some places, however, syntax requires me to resort to ‘is 
called’. 


105"24. ‘finding differences’: although I have generally translated 
diaphora as ‘differentia’, the less technical ‘difference’ fits better with what 
Aristotle says later in I. 16 and I. 18 (the point may be that finding differen- 
ces is important, among other reasons, because it can yield differentiae). 


105°25~31. Each of the tools is a procedure of some sort; Aristotle’s point 
is that the results of using the last three can be expressed as propositions 
(cf. Alexander, 88. 25-30). There may be more than a trivial point at work 
here. In the terminology of modern logical theory, if B follows logically 
from A, then ‘If A then B’ is logically true; therefore, the premisses of an 
argument may include statements expressing the logical relationships of 
other premisses. This passage may indicate Aristotle’s awareness that rules 
of inference which apply to a deductive system may also be expressed 
within the system. However, the question whether, and how, Aristotle 
distinguished logical truths from other truths is a most difficult one. 


CHAPTER I4 


105°34-°3. This section, and what follows, closely parallels the discussion 
of dialectical premisses in I. 10. When Aristotle speaks of ‘collecting’ or 
‘selecting’ premisses, I take him to mean ‘drawing up separate collections 
of premisses for each of the groups indicated’. ‘Making ready for use’: 
procheirizomenon could mean just ‘choosing’, but its root sense is ‘to make 
ready to hand’ ( procheiros). The whole point of the process of collecting 
premisses is to have collections of various classes of opinions prepared in 
advance in a form convenient for use. See the Note on 105°12-18 below. 

‘or the contraries’: it may seem perverse to include the contraries of 
opinions, but these are to be used as premisses by ‘putting them forward as 
negations’, as Aristotle says immediately, with an allusion to his earlier 
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remarks (104713-14) that ‘the contraries of things which appear to be 
acceptable, put forward by negation’ are also acceptable. 


105>3-10. Earlier (I.10, 104715-20) Aristotle said that whatever is similar 
to an acceptable premiss is also acceptable. Now he says that while produc- 
ing collections, we should also add to them other premisses similar to those 
collected. In other words: since what is similar to an acceptable premiss is 
likely to be accepted, it saves time to construct these in advance and add 
them to the list. 


10510-12. This remark makes it particularly evident that the collections 
are intended to be premisses a respondent will accept. People will think 
that they accept a universal claim if it is usually true, provided that they 
have not noticed any exceptions to it. Aristotle calls such a premiss an 
‘apparent concession’ (dokousan thesin), that is, something which the an- 
swerer will think he agrees with. 


1os5’r2-18. ‘Written works’: as Brunschwig notes, Rhet. II. 22, 1396°3-8, 
which refers to this passage, makes it clear that these are the written works 
of others, not (as some have suggested) ‘written collections of arguments’. 
‘Tables’ (diagraphai): Aristotle uses this term at EE III. 1, 122828, of the 
tabular representation of moral virtues and their corresponding vices in 
EE iI. 3. The point of drawing up tables is to make it easy to find these 
premisses. To that end, we should have an appropriate system of classifica- 
tion. Aristotle’s system classifies by way of the subject of predication in the 
opinion. He assumes that, in accordance with what he has said earlier, any 
premiss will predicate something of something, and he then groups to- 
gether opinions with the same subject. The phrase ‘about each genus’ 
could be a reference to the categories of I. 9 (the ‘kinds—gené—of 
predications’), in which case Aristotle would be using the system of catego- 
ries as a further principle of organization. The phrase ‘and about every 
(sense of) good’ is more problematic, but if Aristotle is thinking of the 
categories an interpretation suggests itself. Aristotle holds that ‘good’ has 
different senses which fall under the different categories (cf. 107°3-12). 
Therefore, if he intends the categories to serve as the highest divisions for 
his tables, these various senses will fall under different divisions. The 
‘marginal notes’ giving attribution would be useful if our purpose were to 
appeal to the authority of an endoxos; they might also be important to 
someone undertaking to respond in accordance with the views of a well- 
known philosopher. 


105°19-29. ‘Ethical’ and ‘scientific’ (phusikai: phusiké is ‘natural sci- 
ence’) premisses and problems correspond well with the two kinds of 
problems distinguished at 104°1-2, and perhaps also with Aristotle’s dis- 
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tinction between practical and theoretical wisdom in EN VI and else- 
where. ‘Logical’ (Jogikos) is more difficult both to translate and to inter- 
pret. The example Aristotle gives of such a premiss is something he 
elsewhere identifies as a ‘common starting-point’: one of a class of 
premisses applicable to any subject-matter which, according to On Sophis- 
tical Refutations, have a special connection with dialectical argument (see 
the Commentary on 1017364 and on 162°24-30). We might therefore 
want to conclude that logical propositions are the special province of the 
dialectician. If we make the further supposition that both theoretical and 
practical sciences presuppose a more fundamental study of the nature of 
argument and proof, and if we suppose that the contents of such a study are 
‘logical’ propositions, we can arrive at an overarching picture of philoso- 
phy or science as having three components: theoretical wisdom (physics), 
practical wisdom (ethics), and logic (here understood as the study of 
argument and proof). The Stoics divided philosophy in exactly this way 
and with exactly the names found here: logic, physics, ethics. Should we 
understand Aristotle in the same way? 

There are many obstacles in the way of doing so. To begin with, Aristo- 
tle’s usual distinctions of kinds of wisdom or knowledge do not seem to 
leave any place for a science of ‘logic’. The contrast between practical 
wisdom, which has as its goal knowing how to act, and theoretical wisdom, 
which has as its goal the possession of understanding, is familiar in his 
works. Often he adds the third category of ‘productive’ knowledge or arts 
which have as their goal the production of artefacts; he generally views 
productive arts as subservient in character. However, ‘physics’ is for him 
only part of theoretical wisdom: he takes pains in the Metaphysics to argue 
that ‘first philosophy’, the theoretical science which studies being as such, 
is not identical with physics. Neither does he use ‘ethics’ as a synonym for 
‘practical wisdom’; and the beginning and the ending of the Nicomachean 
Ethics may be taken to suggest that the study of conduct and character is 
itself subordinate to the practical science of politics. And in none of these 
divisions do we seem to find a place for a science called ‘logic’ or ‘dialectic’: 
SE 11 even denies that dialectic constitutes a science of any sort. Finally, 
Aristotle’s use of the word logikos itself does not support the picture of a 
‘science of logic’. He uses it of arguments or propositions with a wide 
generality of application, but often with the further implication ‘merely 
verbal’: he describes ‘logical’ arguments as ‘empty’ and contrasts them 
with genuinely scientific proofs ‘according to the subject-matter’: see GA 
Il. 8, 747°27, 748°7-13; An. Post. I. 22, 84°7-8, 84°1-2; I. 24, 86°22; I. 32, 
8819; II. 8, 93715. Sometimes it seems only to mean ‘especially apt for 
disputation’: Top. V. 1 characterizes a ‘logical’ problem as one ‘about 
which there arise arguments both numerous and fine’ (129729-31). See 


gi 


105°19-29 TOPICS 


also the Commentary on 162°24-30. (The term also has another sense, 
‘rational’, that is not involved here.) 

The ancient commentators interpret the passage against the background 
of a much later controversy about the place of logic in philosophy. Alexan- 
der and other later Peripatetics rejected the Stoic conception of logic as 
a division of philosophy on a par with theoretical and practical wisdom, 
maintaining instead that it is merely an ‘instrument’ of philosophy. They 
saw the origins of this view in Aristotle himself. Thus Alexander (74. 11- 
33) takes the threefold distinction in the present passage to be parallel to 
the classification of dialectical problems given at I. 11, 104°1—5: those useful 
for truth and knowledge, those useful for choice and avoidance, and those 
that work in conjunction with something else. Alexander supposes this to 
be a three-way partition and equates the last group with the ‘logical’ 
problems; the study of them will consequently be of no intrinsic value and 
important only in so far as it contributes to theoretical or practical issues. 
But the division in I. 11 can equally well be read as a double dichotomy: 
among both theoretical and practical problems, some are worth pursuing 
intrinsically while others are important because of their connection with 
other issues. 

In view of all this, my translation of logikos as ‘logical’ should not be 
taken to carry modern technical associations. Non-philosophical uses of 
the term ‘logic’ are extremely broad and varying, but all have some con- 
nection or other to logic and reasoning, and that is all that I intend here. 


105°25-9. ‘the familiarity which comes through induction’: this highly 
suggestive phrase may be linked with Aristotle’s picture of scientific edu- 
cation, in which some form of familiarization is required to make the first 
principles ‘more intelligible’ to us. 


105°30-1. Brunschwig says that this line has little special connection with 
what follows and accordingly makes it a paragraph by itself, rather than the 
beginning of a new paragraph. I have taken it instead as a final comment on 
the subject of 105°19—29, so that Aristotle is indicating that his threefold 
division holds for all propositions, not simply dialectical ones. 


105'31-7.. Compare the advice given at VI. 14, 16332-16472. 


CHAPTER I5§ 


This lengthy section (106*1-107°37: almost a fourth of Book I) is almost 
entirely concerned with tests for detecting things ‘said in many ways’. 
What Aristotle says is sensible and could still serve as a useful guide for 
detecting ambiguities and distinctions of type. Despite his initial remarks, 
Aristotle does not also try to give definitions for different senses, but that 
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is hardly surprising: the tests are general tests, whereas definitions would 
necessarily concern specific cases. 


1061-8. There is an ambiguity in the term /egerai, ‘is said’ or ‘is called’, 
which should be borne in mind here. Any case of things ‘said in many ways’ 
will involve two things, X and Y, and one name N which applies to both. In 
such a case, X and Y are ‘called’ (/egetai) N, and the question whether this 
is ‘in many ways’ is the question whether they are so called in the same 
way. But as noted above (Comments on I. 13), Aristotle may also say that 
the name N is ‘said of’ (/egetai again) the things X and Y. So construed, the 
question becomes whether N is said of X and Y in many ways or in one. Of 
these two ways of interpreting ‘is said’, the first (where the subject of ‘is 
said’ is the things the name applies to) is more fundamental. Aristotle’s 
example in 10674-8 can only be taken in this way (‘justice’, etc., are in the 
nominative case and thus must be the subjects of ‘called’), and I have taken 
this to be true for the entire opening section 106°1-8. But as the discussion 
progresses, we often find that it is clearly the word which is ‘said in many 
ways’ of several subjects; sometimes the phrase ‘said in many ways’ 
(pollachos legetai) can plausibly be read either way. I have tried to use an 
unambiguous construction when only one sense of ‘is said’ will fit, but in 
many instances my text is as ambiguous as Aristotle’s. 

Aristotle uses the brief phrase ‘the how many’ (to posachds) to abbrevi- 
ate the longer name of the second tool at 105*23-4. I translate with an 
equally compressed ‘the number of ways’. The ‘definitions’ are not neces- 
sarily definitions of the different senses but perhaps only accounts of the 
ways in which they differ. 

The rules which follow use a set of grammatical and syntactical catego- 
ries prominent in several places in the Topics. For a fuller discussion of 
these categories and their functions, see the Introduction, and for fuller 
examples of Aristotle’s use of it see I. 8-11, translated as Excerpt A. In 
the present chapter, we find first a discussion of ‘opposites’ (106710-°28), 
subdivided into contraries (106*10—-'12), negations (10671320), and priva- 
tion/possession (106*21-8); next, inflections (10629-1072); and a brief 
mention of rules involving ‘more and less’ (107°13-18). These tests appear 
to be offered not as devices for convincing someone else in argument that 
a term has many senses, but as a means for determining this for oneself. 


1069-10. This sentence begins, word for word, ‘Whether it is said in 
many ways or in one way in species’; I take ‘said’ to continue to mean 
‘called’, as in the preceding passage. ‘In species’ is difficult. Sameness in 
species is one of the three types of sameness distinguished in I. 7, and the 
phrase ‘in species’ naturally recalls that distinction here. But then, Aristo- 
tle would be contrasting ways of application of a word which are specifi- 
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cally the same with those which are either generically or numerically the 
same; and it is obscure just what those alternatives might be. Alexander 
instead reads the phrase as equivalent to ‘in definition’ (97. 20-98. 3) and 
appeals to Aristotle’s definition of ‘equivocal’ in Cat. 11 ff. as ‘with one 
name but different definitions’ (see Comments below on 10620-2); 
pollachdés toi eidei legetai would then mean something like ‘called (by the 
same name but) in many ways with respect to definition’. This may be what 
Aristotle means, but it is hardly well expressed. One final possibility is that 
‘in species’ here has some connection with its use in 106723-35, where it 
refers to the species of the things to which the term in question applies (see 
Comments below). None of these solutions is very convincing. 


106*x0. “To examine’: Aristotle uses an infinitive (skopein) because he 
is giving a list of things one can do to test for ambiguity. See the Introduc- 
tion, pp. xxix-xxx, on the comparable use of infinitives in expressing 
‘locations’. 


106*10-22. Suppose X and Y are both called N; what, in the case of X and 
Y respectively, is the contrary of N? If in application to X it is M, while in 
application to Y it is P, then X and Y are called N in different ways. Thus, 
Aristotle appeals to an underlying principle that to a term used in a single 
sense there can be only a single contrary. 

The examples are naturally difficult to reproduce nicely in English, since 
they depend on ambiguities of Greek words. ‘Sharp’ (oxu) really means 
‘high’ in application to a musical pitch; its opposite in this sense is baru, 
which means ‘heavy’ in application to bodies and is thus opposed to ‘light’ 
(kouphon); my ‘flat’ and ‘rounded’ are attempts at maintaining the 
parallel. And a knife that is not ‘sharp’ is ‘blunt’ (amblu). 

In translating I. 15, I have been rather free with the use of inverted 
commas. It is possible to indicate, in Greek, that one is mentioning a word 
or phrase rather than using it by prefixing it with a neuter definite article. 
Sometimes, this construction is unequivocally recognizable: if, for instance, 
the phrase is not a neuter noun (to areté could only mean ‘the word 
“virtue”’). However, in many cases the same construction could equally 
well express abstraction: to oxu, for instance, could be either ‘the word 
“sharp”’ or ‘the sharp’ (i.e. that which is sharp, or sharpness). Aristotle’s 
examples in I. 15 generally fall into this ambiguous category. 


106*20-2. ‘“‘fine” is equivocal’: The term ‘equivocal’ (homGénumon) can 
be understood in two ways, corresponding to the two readings given above 
for ‘said in many ways’ (see 105723-4 and comments). But in most in- 
stances, for Aristotle it is things not words that are homonuma, ‘like- 
named’. In Cat. 171-15 Aristotle defines ‘equivocal’ to mean ‘sharing only 
the name, not the definition’; thus, ‘equivocal’ things are things to which a 
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single term applies but with different definitions. Such equivocals are 
‘called the same thing in different ways’. Things which share both a term 
and the associated difference are ‘univocals’ (sundénuma: literally, ‘named 
together’). This is not easy to align with English usage: we say that the 
word ‘sharp’ is equivocal because it applies to cheeses and to knives in 
different ways, whereas Aristotle says that cheeses and knives are equivo- 
cally called ‘sharp’ because the same word applies to them but in different 
ways. English ‘homonym’ and ‘synonym’ are still further removed in sense 
from their Greek cognates, Aristotle’s homémunon/sundnumon. 

If X and Y are both called A but different definitions of A apply to each, 
then X and Y are equivocally A. However, Aristotle also says in such a 
case that the term A is equivocal; similarly, if X and Y are univocally A, 
then A is univocal. As with the expression ‘said in many ways’, the latter 
senses of ‘equivocal’ and ‘univocal’ are the more common in I. 15. 

Kalon (which I translate ‘fine’?) means ‘beautiful’ (in application to 
anything), but in connection with persons can also mean ‘noble’ (in appli- 
cation to persons, especially in the phrase kalos kai agathos). The word I 
translate ‘picture’ (zdion) literally means ‘animal’, but the sense ‘picture’ 
seems to fit better with the passage. 


106°23-35. We should now expect Aristotle to turn to the case in which 
the contrary of N, in application to X as well as Y, is the same term M. He 
does give such an example: ‘bright’ and ‘dark’ are contraries of one an- 
other both in application to colours and in application to sounds, and so 
‘bright’ is not detected as equivocal by the first test. We should then expect 
him to continue on these lines: even though the same name ‘dark’ applies 
to the contrary in each case, nevertheless these differ ‘in species’; there- 
fore, since ‘dark’ is equivocal, so is its contrary ‘bright’. Instead, Aristotle 
gives an independent argument that sounds and colours are not the same 
in species. In other words, instead of arguing that M must be applied in 
different ways to X and Y because its contrary is different for each, he 
argues that M must be applied in different ways because X and Y them- 
selves are different in species. On what principle does this argument rely? 
There is no reason to suppose that in general a term must take on different 
senses when it applies to things different in species: cows and horses are 
different in species, but ‘black’ applies to both in the same way. However, 
it is possible that ‘species’ here means ‘category’ (in the technical sense), so 
that the principle is: a term cannot be said in the same way of items in 
distinct categories. Such a principle is important elsewhere in the treatises. 
For instance, it underlies the argument in EN I. 6 that there cannot be a 
single Idea of good because the term ‘good’ can be applied to substances, 
qualities, and relations (1096719-23). 
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The example involving touch and taste repeats the terms I translate 
earlier as ‘sharp’ and ‘flat’. Here, to get a better English example, I switch 
to ‘rough’/‘smooth’. 


106°13~20. ‘Contradictory’ opposites are the third variety of opposite. It 
may be worth noting that the verb I translate ‘see’ (blepein) means both 
‘look at’ and ‘be able to see’; it is not cognate with the word I translate 
‘sight’ (opsis). ‘Multiple ways’ (pleonachds): though this seems equivalent 
to ‘many ways’ (pollachés), it carries a suggestion of ‘too many ways’. 


106°21-8. The third kind of opposite is the pair ‘privation and state’ 
(sterésis kai hexis). As 106°25-8 indicates, a privation is the absence of 
something which it is natural for things of a particular kind to have, as for 
instance blindness is the absence of ability to see in an animal which 
naturally or normally is sighted. The term opposed to this, ‘state’ (hexis), is 
derived from the verb echein (‘have’). Aristotle uses it in a wide range of 
meanings: ‘condition’, ‘disposition’ (thus both knowledge and virtue are 
hexeis), even ‘characteristic’. In the present context, it means having that of 
which the privation is the lack. (On privation and state, see also Caz. 10, 
1226-637; Met. A 20, A 22.) 

What exactly are the two senses here in which something can be said 
to be ‘insensible’ (anaisthéton)? Alexander suggests that the point is the 
ambiguity of the verb aisthanesthai, which can apply either to sensory 
perception or to mental apprehension (similar ambiguities apply to many 
verbs of perception in English). Thus, perceiving ‘with respect to the soul’ 
would mean ‘understanding’, while perceiving ‘with respect to the body’ 
would refer to sense perception. The ‘insensible’ corresponding to the first 
of these would then be either ‘unconscious’ or ‘lacking in understanding’; 
that corresponding to the second, some deprivation of a sensory modality. 
If this is correct, then the last sentence is problematic, since Aristotle does 
not believe that all species of animals naturally have both sense perception 
and the ability to understand: we would have to interpret it to mean 
something like ‘animals naturally have each kind of perception that they 
do have’. 

A different ambiguity may be involved instead. In Greek, ‘perceive’ 
(aisthanesthai) is a deponent verb, having passive endings but an active 
meaning. As a result, some of its forms can mean both ‘perceive’ and ‘be 
perceived’. It is the soul of the perceiver which aisthanetai in the first sense, 
the object perceived which aisthanetai in the second. This ambiguity carries 
over to anaisthétos, which can mean either ‘not such as to be perceived’ or 
‘not such as to perceive’ (‘insensible’ catches a little of the same ambigu- 
ity). Aristotle’s last sentence will then amount to ‘it is natural for animals 
both to perceive and to be perceived’. 
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106°29-107°2. The second major component of the Topics system, ‘in- 
flected forms’ (ptdseis), makes a brief appearance here. Under this head- 
ing, Aristotle usually includes only the adverbial forms of adjectives 
ending in -6s (rather like English adverbs in -ly), but occasionally other 
grammatical inflections of a noun or adjective are called ptdseis (conju- 
gated forms of verbs are included at Cat. 3, 16°16-17). 

The second example (‘healthful’) is difficult to translate. I have trans- 
lated his adverbs poiétikés, phulaktikés, sémantikds with inelegant 
English adverbs ‘productively’, ‘preservingly’, ‘indicatingly’, because para- 
phrases like ‘productive of health’, etc., obscure the fact that Aristotle is 
appealing to the forms of the words themselves. (These are not common 
words in Greek and may have sounded just as inelegant to Aristotle’s 
contemporaries.) 


107°3-17. Suppose that N applies both to X and to Y. We may then ask: 
what category of thing is N in X and in Y respectively? If the answers are 
different, then X and Y are only equivocally N. Aristotle’s examples 
illustrate this, but their structure is complex since he gives more than one 
example for each of the contrasted senses of application. Suppose that N is 
‘good’, X is food, and Y is a soul. Then, X is called good in virtue of being 
productive of something, but Y is so called in virtue of being of a certain 
sort. This is a distinction of ‘category’ since the first falls under action, the 
second under quality. We get the same results if we let X be medicine, or 
if we let Y be a person. Again, to take Aristotle’s last example, let N be 
‘sharp’ and let X and Y be a sound and an angle. Then, N applies to X in 
virtue of X’s being rapid (which may be seen as a quality) and to Y in virtue 
of Y’s being in a certain relationship to something (i.e. less than a right 
angle). The middle example, ‘bright’ in sound and in colour, is less easy to 
characterize. Colours are paradigmatic Aristotelian examples of qualities; 
it is less certain what category ‘easy to hear’ falls under, but Aristotle may 
be thinking of it as a relative, which would give the middle example the 
same structure as the last. 

The discussion of senses of ‘good’ closely resembles a position stated in 
EN I. 6, 1096723-9: ‘good’, like ‘is’, has a different sense in application to 
each category, and thus there cannot be a single Platonic Idea of goodness. 
In the present text, Aristotle only advances the more modest claim 
that since ‘good’ is applicable to things in several categories, it must be 
equivocal. 

The doctrine that ‘good’ and ‘one’ systematically vary their meanings in 
application to the different categories is of major importance to Aristotle’s 
mature views, especially in the Metaphysics. It may therefore be significant 
that from this point until the end of I. 15, Aristotle switches from ‘said in 
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many ways’ to ‘equivocal’. (The one exception, at 10734, is in a passage 
that draws on a result from the earlier part of the chapter: see below.) This 
may be slight evidence that the two halves of I. 15 were written at different 
times, which in turn may have some bearing on the development of the 
doctrines in the Metaphysics. 


1o7*12-17. Alexander assigns the bright in bodies to the category of 
quality, that in sounds to action (i.e. having a certain effect on the hearer). 
He interprets the three kinds of sharp as belonging to the categories of 
action (‘rapid motion’), relation (less than a right one), and quality (i.e. a 
certain shape). ‘Those who do numerical harmonics’ are Pythagorean 
music theorists. 


107°36—"5. A ‘complex’ is something denoted by a phrase, e.g. a pale 
man. (Aristotle noted that definitions of phrases may be given in 101°38— 
1022). This test rests on the general rule that equivocal things share only 
a name, univocal things both a name and its definition (cf. Caz. 1). The 
underlying rule bears a certain resemblance to one of Aristotle’s favourite 
examples of a ‘common premiss’ or ‘common starting-point’: ‘if equals are 
subtracted from equals, the remainders are equal’. 


107°6-12. The test just given can be iterated: if the definitions as well as 
the words are the same, we may nevertheless ask whether the definitions of 
the terms in the definitions are the same. In order to show that X and Y are 
univocally F, we must show that X and Y are both called F, that the same 
definition of F applies to,each, that the same definition of each term in the 
definition of F applies to each, etc. Thus, it appears that (verbal) sameness 
of definition is only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for univocity. 
The nature of Aristotle’s example is difficult to see unless we remember 
that he is still discussing the definitions of complexes. We need a case in 
which two things have both the same name and the same definition, but a 
definition containing something equivocal. Such a case can be provided if 
we suppose, with Alexander, that the complexes are ‘indicative of health’ 
(sémantikon hugieias) and ‘productive of health’ (poiétikon hugieias). 
These both contain the words ‘of health’. Now, Aristotle considers de- 
finitions of these complexes which replace ‘of health’ in each case with 
‘commensurately related to health’ (summetros echon pros hugieian): 
‘commensurately related to producing health’ (summetrds echon pros to 
hugieian poiein) ‘commensurately related to indicating health’ (summetrés 
echon pros to hugieian sémainein). (In Greek, the phrase ‘commensurately 
related to health’ remains intact in both cases.) If we then delete what is 
unique to each, we have left the same phrase, ‘commensurately related to 
health’, so that this passes the test just stated. However, Aristotle notes 
that ‘commensurately related’ has different meanings in the two cases. 
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Just what are these two meanings? Aristotle may have either, or both, of 
two things in mind. First, the two senses may involve different categories. 
What is productive of health is ‘of such an amount’ as to produce health 
(and thus a quantity), whereas what is indicative is ‘of such a sort’, i.e. a 
quality. Second, he appears to be saying that what is productive of health 
tends to produce good health, whereas what is indicative of health indi- 
cates what state one’s health is in, whether good or bad. There may be more 
in this example than at first appears. Aristotle makes much in the Meta- 
physics of things which are neither strictly equivocal nor strictly univocal 
but rather designated ‘with reference to a single thing’, as all healthy things 
are called healthy neither in equivocal ways nor in the same way but in a 
way that always makes reference to health (see Met. T 2). G. E. L. Owen 
(1960) argued that the recognition of such ‘pros hen’ equivocity in the 
Metaphysics represents a kind of partial recantation on Aristotle’s part of 
an earlier position. Owen held that in the logical treatises, Aristotle is 
hostile to Plato’s conception of a ‘mistress-science’ embracing all other 
sciences and taking all reality for its object; part of the argument against 
such a science, on Owen’s view, is the claim that ‘being’ does not designate 
any single genus of things but instead has a different sense for each cat- 
egory. However, Owen argued, in the Metaphysics Aristotle retreated 
from this view and argued that pros hen homonymy could give a rational 
basis for a science of being as a science of substance. Many scholars today 
dispute Owen’s claim that there is any real inconsistency between the 
Metaphysics and ‘earlier’ works on this point (see Code 1986). In any 
event, the present text does not seem to me likely to settle the issue. Even 
though Aristotle’s examples are similar to those used in Met. T 2 to 
illustrate pros hen homonymy, there is no reason why he should mention 
this type of ambiguity here: pros hen homonymy is still a form of 
homonymy, whatever its metaphysical importance. 


107°13-18. The test proposed is straightforward: things to which an ex- 
pression applies univocally can be meaningfully compared with respect to 
the degree to which it applies to them. Since, therefore, it makes no sense 
to ask whether this sharp taste is as sharp as this sharp sound, the taste and 
the sound are equivocally sharp. 

Note here that this is a brief appearance of the third major element in 
the Topics system of classifying arguments: ‘more and less and likewise’ 
(see the Introduction). 


CHAPTER 16 


107°38-108°6. Aristotle’s brief remarks about finding differences distin- 
guish two cases: comparing things within the same genus and comparing 
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things from different genera (he makes this same distinction again shortly 
below in discussing the study of similarities). Finding differences is not 
discovering that things differ but discovering in virtue of what they differ. 
Within a single genus, the difference in virtue of which one species differs 
from another is the differentia in a technical sense. Thus, as Aristotle says 
in VI. 6, 143°3-10, the differentia is ‘the difference that makes a species’ 
(eidopoios diaphora: ‘specific difference’). 

When Aristotle says that ‘the differences are completely obvious’ in the 
case of very different things, he must mean, not that it is completely 
obvious that such things differ, but that it is completely obvious how they 
differ. This is not beyond question: questions like ‘What is the difference 
between a frog and a bicycle?’ or ‘How is twelve different from being on 
the left?’ can seem puzzling. Aristotle would presumably say, of very 
different things in different genera, that they fall in different genera. Thus 
in these cases the difference will not be a differentia, since differentiae only 
fall within a single genus. 


CHAPTER 17 


108*7-17. Studying similarities is a complementary process to finding 
differences, and Aristotle’s remarks about it are comparably brief. As with 
finding difference, he distinguishes the two cases of things in different 
genera and things in the same genus. For things in different genera, 
Aristotle proposes looking for analogical relationships. This may reflect 
the fact that it will be harder to find a single predicate true of such cases, 
but this may also be a device Aristotle recommends for discovering wider 
and wider genera: cf. 108°23-31 and An. Post. I. 5, 7474-25. 

He may recommend concentrating our practice on widely different 
things either because the other cases are easy (cf. what he says about the 
analogous case for differentiae in 108°4~-6) or because this will make us 
better able to deal with all cases. I have tried to retain this ambiguity in 
translation, though the following sentence makes the former interpreta- 
tion more likely. 


CHAPTER 18 
The final chapter of Book I discusses the usefulness of three of the tools: 
studying the numbers of ways something is said, finding differences, and 


finding likenesses. There is no discussion of the usefulness of the first tool, 
obtaining premisses. This may be because, as Alexander suggests, its use- 


100 


COMMENTARY 108"18-37 


fulness for constructing arguments is obvious. But Aristotle also said in I. 
13 that the other three tools might in a way be reduced to finding 
premisses. 


108*18-37. Aristotle lists three reasons why it is useful for dialecticians to 
have studied the numbers of senses of terms. On clarity, compare VIN. 7: 
in dialectical exchanges, the answerer had a right to refuse to answer 
ambiguous questions and to demand, or offer, a clarification. ‘Arguing 
about a word’ is the speciality of sophists and ‘eristics’. What Aristotle says 
here makes the most sense as a way of avoiding their arguments, i.e. taking 
note of multiple senses and then assenting to a question only on one 
construal (which would indeed make an opponent who persisted with the 
other sense look ridiculous). 

The second use is limited to the answerer in an exchange. The mention 
of producing fallacies as well as resisting them might be taken to support a 
more combative view of dialectical argument in which no holds are barred. 
But Aristotle has already defined dialectical deductions as valid argu- 
ments, and here he adds at once the remark that producing fallacies is not 
appropriate to dialectic. Even so, it is curious that he implies it might be 
acceptable to resort to this kind of sophistry when all else fails. Perhaps he 
means: ‘If you have fallen in with sophists, you may be forced to resort to 
sophistry’. 


108*38-"6. It is obvious enough that finding differences will yield argu- 
ments about what is different (and thus, negatively, about what is the 
same). A short compendium of such arguments appears in VII. 1. The 
phrase ‘unique account of the being of anything’ corresponds to the defini- 
tion of ‘definition’ as ‘account of what it is to be’ (101538), with ‘being’ 
(ousia) in place of ‘the what it is to be’. In I. 4 Aristotle distinguished 
definitions from (other) unique properties on the grounds that definitions 
signify what it is to be; here, he makes the complementary move of sepa- 
rating definitions from other predicates in the what-it-is on the basis of 
their being unique to their subjects. The phrase ‘we usually separate’ 
shows that Aristotle is reminding his audience of a practice of defining by 
genus and differentia with which they are already familiar. 


108"7--31. The three uses for the study of similarities give us glimpses of 
other aspects of Aristotle’s logical theory (one could wish that they were 
more fully developed). 


ro8'g-12. ‘Inductive arguments’: the general point here is that an induc- 
tive argument must rest on a collection of similar cases about each of which 
the same thing is true. If these similar cases were (perceptible) individuals, 
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then the relevant criterion of similarity would be a perceived likeness, 
something not likely to be advanced by the kind of study Aristotle has in 
mind. Therefore, induction here must rather be the generalization from 
many similar species to a genus containing them all. 

‘Bringing in’: epagein commonly means ‘lead in’, ‘bring in’, and can be 
used of introducing witnesses in a legal case. Although Aristotle often uses 
it to mean ‘perform an induction’, some indication of the root sense makes 
this passage clearer: thus, I translate epagdégé as ‘bringing in’. ‘Claim a 
right’ (axioun) is used, especially in Book VII, of moves we are entitled to 
make in a dialectical exchange. Aristotle says that if the answerer accepts 
the particular cases on which an induction rests, the questioner can expect 
him to concede the generalization; if this is refused, the questioner has a 
right to demand a contrary instance. See the Commentary on VIII. 2, 
15773433, and VIII. 8. 


108'12-19. ‘Deductions from an assumption’: the arguments considered 
here have a fairly precise structure. Aristotle says, first, that they rest on 
the general principle that it is ‘accepted’ that like is true of like, that is, that 
the general premiss ‘like is true of like’ is something we can always 
count on getting accepted. The ensuing argument then is, in effect, an 
argument from analogy: we obtain a case similar to the one we want to deal 
with, establish a result about it analogous to the conclusion we want, 
and then say that the same thing goes for our original case. Aristotle 
describes this as resting on an explicit agreement: we ‘establish an agree- 
ment in advance’ with our respondent that whatever holds of one case 
holds of the other. 

He does not make it clear whether he regards these as the only kinds of 
‘arguments from an assumption’. Other sorts appear in other discussions 
(see An. Pr. I. 29, 45°15~20, I. 44). Both ancient and modern commentators 
have been much exercised to determine exactly how such arguments are 
related to other aspects of Aristotle’s logical theory. 


108°r9-31. Aristotle’s remarks about the usefulness of a study of similar- 
ity in connection with giving definitions recall the twofold division into 
cases involving things in the same genus and cases involving ‘very differ- 
ent’ things, as in I. 16 and I. 17. Concerning the first, he gives us a definition 
of ‘genus’. Earlier, he said that a thing’s genus was predicated in the 
manner of what it is of it and of other things as well; I take ‘common’ here 
to reflect this, so that a thing’s genus must be a predicate common to it and 
other things. ‘Most in the manner of what it is’ presumably differentiates 
the closest (narrowest) genus from higher genera. 

In the case of ‘greatly differing’ things, Aristotle again makes use of 
analogical similarities (cf. 108°7-17 and Commentary). 
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108°32~3. This last sentence introduces the ‘locations’ (topoi) contained 
in Books II-VII. The ‘aforementioned’ are presumably the tools, which it 
would be natural to call ‘useful’. See the Introduction for further discus- 
sion of what a topos is and how it would be employed to find premisses. 
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CHAPTER I 


155°3-16. ‘Arrangement’ (taxis), the determination of just what ques- 
tions to ask one’s opponent, in what order, and in what way, is the subject 
of Book VIII. Aristotle begins with a striking comparison of dialectical and 
demonstrative (‘philosophical’) arguments which gives valuable clues 
about his understanding of several notions. To begin with, he describes 
both the philosopher and the dialectician as seeking for premisses from 
which to establish a given conclusion. Next, the ‘locations’ are useful to the 
philosopher as well as to the dialectician in their quests. Third, the critical 
difference between the two procedures lies in the epistemic qualities 
sought in the premisses. What the dialectician needs is premisses an oppo- 
nent will accept; what the philosopher needs is true and intelligible 
premisses. 

There is, of course, a difference in form between dialectical arguments, 
which consist of questions, and demonstrations, which consist of asser- 
tions. Underlying this, however, is a difference of purpose. The dialectical 
questioner aims at getting a conclusion from an opponent: and an oppo- 
nent will usually have the opposite aim of not conceding that conclusion or 
anything which will lead to it. If we abstract from their form of presenta- 
tion, then, premisses which would make for a totally perspicuous argument 
would yield a good demonstration and a bad dialectical argument for 
exactly the same reason, to wit, that it is obvious where it is leading. 
(Compare the remarks on concealment below, especially 156*13-15.) 

If we bear this in mind, then we shall be less tempted to think that 
dialectical argument has a deceptive character, as some have concluded. 
To begin with, a dialectical argument aims at drawing a conclusion which 
actually does follow from premisses an interlocutor accepts; if the conclu- 
sion only appears to follow, then the argument is not dialectical but con- 
tentious. At most, the procedures of concealment, etc., that we find here 
might keep an answerer from refusing to concede a premiss just in order to 
avoid an unwanted conclusion. But in that case, the answerer would prob- 
ably have to fall back on answering on the basis of his actual opinions, and 
it is scarcely deceptive to show someone what consequences follow from 
his opinions. 


155°5. ‘devising questions’ (erétématizein): this unusual word (from 
erotéma, ‘question’, + verbal suffix-izein: ‘questionize’, ‘devise questions’) 
may be Aristotle’s own coinage. It seems not to be a mere synonym for 
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er6tan; it has a technical, perhaps slightly humorous ring. Aristotle uses it 
of the process of arranging (e.g. in thought) a series of questions to be 
asked in an exchange. As emerges from the discussion of this process 
(VII. 1-3, 155°18-159"14), it is mostly a matter of keeping your opponent 
in the dark about what your argument actually is until it is too late. 

There are two stages in determining the questions to put to an opponent. 
The first is the discovery of the premisses themselves, relying on the 
locations and the tables of accepted premisses. This is already ‘directed at 
another’, since the nature of the opponent must be taken into account in 
selecting the premisses. This would yield a bare-bones argument consisting 
of undecorated premisses and conclusion. The process of devising ques- 
tions transforms this into a script for a dialectical exchange by setting the 
order in which the premisses will be presented and the verbal form in 
which they will be asked, and perhaps by adding other premisses for a 
variety of reasons. All this is then to be rehearsed mentally (presumably 
with allowances being made for various possible answers from the 
respondent). 

Given the close association of Book VIII with an institutionalized form 
of dialectical exchange, all this can be seen as a very specific point in a 
round of gymnastic dialectic: we may imagine that after a pair of contest- 
ants has chosen or been assigned a thesis, the questioner is allowed some 
period of time in which to think through a strategy. However, it is equally 
plausible that Aristotle is offering relatively general advice on how to get 
ready for arguments with anyone. 


155°r0-16. ‘close to the initial goal’: since both dialectician and demon- 
strator start out with a conclusion and try to discover an argument for it, 
the conclusion to be proved is ‘the initial thing’ (to ex archés, to en archéi): 
I supply ‘goal’ interpretatively. Aristotle makes frequent use of this phrase 
in the Analytics as well as the Topics, and it appears to have been an 
established technical term of dialectic. We find it in the phrase to ex archés 
aiteisthai, ‘asking for the initial thing’, which is the ancestor of that some- 
what bizarre English phrase ‘begging the question’ (see the Commentary 
on VIII. 13). In a dialectical exchange, the ‘initial thing’ sought is the 
contradictory of the answerer’s position. In dialectical terminology, this 
may be called the ‘problem’ or ‘thesis’ (cf. 104°33-5), hence my translation 
(see below, 156713, 156°5). ‘Claims’ (axidmata): the word axi6ma appears 
to take on a narrower technical sense (or senses) elsewhere (see An. Post. 
I. 2, 72°16-18, I. 7, 75°41-2, I. 10, 76°14-15; Met. B 2, 997°5-11, I 2, 1005°19- 
21, T 3, 1005°32-4), and there may in some cases be a justification for 
translating it as ‘axiom’. However, Aristotle often uses it just to mean 
‘proposition’ or ‘premiss’, as the Stoics later did (see e.g. 156723). Its parent 
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verb axioun often means ‘claim’ or ‘have a right to’ (cf. a premiss) in the 
rest of Book VIII (see the Commentary on 1089-12), and it is reasonable 
to speak of the premisses of a demonstration as the demonstrator’s 
‘claims’. Alternatively, the sense may be ‘expectations’, i.e. ‘what the dem- 
onstration expects you already to know’. 


155°17--28. ‘Necessary’ premisses: the phrase is verbally identical to that 
which Aristotle uses in the Prior Analytics to characterize modally neces- 
sary (as opposed to possible or assertoric) premisses. What is meant here, 
however, is ‘premisses it is necessary to have in order to carry out the 
deduction’. ‘Needful’ might capture this better, but it is important to 
reproduce the verbal connection for historical reasons (for instance, it 
might be thought unlikely that Aristotle would have used ‘necessary prem- 
iss’ in the present sense after writing An. Pr. I). 

The various sorts of ‘non-necessary’ premisses Aristotle lists do include 
some which have no effect on the deductive validity of the argument and 
only serve to make it fancy or harder for the respondent to comprehend 
(see 157*I-3, 6-13). However, the greater part of his attention under this 
head is given to the further premisses from which these ‘necessary’ 
premisses can be deduced or inductively inferred. Therefore ‘necessary’ is 
not contrasted with ‘irrelevant’ but rather with something like ‘more than 
the minimum required for a deduction’. Alexander, calling on the theory 
of inference in An. Pr. I, takes this to mean ‘the two premisses necessary for 
a deduction’. But all that Aristotle need mean is ‘the premisses discovered 
by using an appropriate location’. (The plurals in 155°36-7, ‘some by 
induction and others by deduction’, suggest that Aristotle is not thinking of 
exactly two premisses.) 

Aristotle lists four sorts of premiss it is legitimate to propose as ques- 
tions, or rather four purposes which such a proposition may serve: it may 
be used as evidence for an induction, to add ‘bulk’ to the argument, to hide 
the conclusion, or to make the argument ‘clearer’. As it appears, the first 
three of these really are concerned with ‘concealment’. Of course, this will 
not be a matter of hiding the conclusion itself, since in a dialectical ex- 
change both parties already know what it is that is being attacked or 
defended. Concealment is rather not letting your opponent see how you 
are trying to get to that conclusion. The fourth purpose, making the argu- 
ment ‘clearer’, might seem to be opposed to this general aim, but as 
157°14-17 show, Aristotle means ‘making some premiss proposed clearer’, 
i.e. making one’s opponent more likely to accept it. 

Although he makes no explicit mention of them in this list, he proceeds 
at once to distinguish a fifth class of ‘unnecessary’ premisses, namely, 
premisses from which the necessary premisses can be deduced. It might 
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appear that these should be regarded as ‘necessary’ in the sense that they 
are not deductively superfiuous to the argument (or to the argument that 
results from the substitution). In fact, we might think that such a replace- 
ment is analogous to the replacement of a premiss in a demonstration by 
further premisses from which it can be deduced. Since demonstrative 
science aims at just such a replacement, continued until the entire demon- 
stration rests only on indemonstrable first principles, we might even think 
that in the present case there is a similar epistemic advantage. However, 
the epistemic situation in dialectic is different: the premisses must be 
something the respondent will accept. The procedure for finding 
premisses, as I have reconstructed it, will already have given us premisses 
our opponent is likely to concede. Replacing such a premiss with others 
from which it follows will not necessarily help us in a dialectical situation, 
and indeed may make things worse except in the lucky situation in which 
these other premisses are at least as acceptable to our opponent as the one 
they replace. Their real utility will lie, not in some superior epistemic 
status, but in the possibility that the answerer will not realize exactly why 
they are being put forward (i.e. to get further premisses from which the 
conclusion follows at once). Thus, their real value is for the purpose of 
concealment. 

Aristotle’s remarks about these four purposes are confusing. In keeping 
with his general position elsewhere that inductive generalization is how we 
establish universal propositions, he lists induction here as useful for ob- 
taining ‘necessary’ premisses (155°34~7); later, however, it is classified 
(along with ‘division’) as an ‘embellishment’ (157°6-13). Induction itself is 
treated in only a few lines (15674-7), which simply give a brief description 
of it. ‘Bulk’ is not clearly discussed anywhere, although that is probably the 
purpose of the section on ‘embellishment’; ‘clarity’ gets a brief notice 
(157°14-17). Almost all of Aristotle’s discussion (up to 157°5) is about 
‘concealment’. 


1§5°24-5. ‘should not obtain’: most translators render this ‘need not try to 
get any other premisses’, i.e. the types mentioned are all that is useful. But 
as the next sentence make clear, Aristotle’s advice is that the four types 
mentioned are the only ones which should be introduced into an argument. 
Alexander gives it the even stronger sense ‘it is impossible to take any 
further types of premisses’ (522. 16-19), but this seems to me unwarranted. 


1§5°26-8. Why is it necessary to use such devices? Presumably because 
there is no other way to bring the opponent we are faced with to the 
conclusion we are required to reach. But then, dialectic seems to blend 
insensibly into sophistical or combative argument, which reaches its con- 
clusion by any means whatsoever. Such a result is probably unavoidable. It 
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is really not possible to make sense of dialectic apart from the various uses 
to which it might be put, and these may include Socratic examination, 
argumentative persuasion, exercises for the improvement of dialectical 
skill, or philosophical inquiry. Greater or lesser degrees of trickery may be 
appropriate to these occasions: a Socratic refutation, for instance, must 
employ a little concealment if it is to be effective in revealing a subject’s 
unrealized ignorance to him. Much the same thing could be said about our 
own uses of polemic, in philosophical writing and elsewhere. 


1§§°29-156°26. This section outlines a general strategy for concealment 
making use of induction and a procedure called ‘standing off’. We can best 
understand Aristotle’s remarks if we remember that he is talking about the 
process of devising questions and that this process operates on an argu- 
ment already discovered. Judging by the contents of the books of locations, 
this argument will probably be a simple one with only two or three 
premisses from which the needed conclusion follows. However, a simple 
and obvious argument is hardly the way to proceed with an adversary who 
already knows the conclusion you are trying to establish and wants to 
avoid it: any reasonably perceptive respondent will see at once where you 
are going with your proposed premisses and will try not to concede them. 
Therefore, you must find a way to conceal your argument even while 
getting your opponent to concede the premisses you will need (the conclu- 
sion, of course, is already known to both parties and cannot be concealed). 

Aristotle’s general strategy for doing this is to add further layers of 
argument. Instead of actually putting forward the premisses you want, 
offer other premisses from which those premisses can be derived. Failing 
that, put forward instances from which the needed premisses can be got 
through induction; only ask for the actual premisses you want as a last 
resort, or if they are highly obvious. The point of this process is not to 
strengthen the argument logically but to make its structure less apparent; 
the ideal is an argument in which all the premisses can be stated without 
the answerer being able to see that the conclusion follows from them 
(156713-15). 

It is instructive to compare this notion with some Aristotle uses in An. 
Pr. I. He distinguishes there between ‘complete’ (teleios) and ‘incomplete’ 
(atelés) deductions: the former are deductions in which it is manifest that 
the conclusion follows from the premisses, the latter deductions in which 
this is not manifest. One of the products of the theory of the syllogism in 
An. Pr. I. 1-22 is a general account of how to transform any incomplete 
deduction into a complete one by adding additional steps between 
premisses and conclusion. In the present case, Aristotle recommends what 
amounts to the use of deliberately incomplete deductions: we supply a set 
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of premisses from which the conclusion we want follows through a variety 
of intermediate steps, but we do not supply the intermediate steps. (In 
156*23-6 he recommends making it harder still by mixing up the order of 
the premisses.) 

The strong contrast this implies between dialectical and scientific argu- 
ments seems to me a major difficulty for any interpretation that supposes 
dialectical argument can somehow establish scientific first principles. At 
the very least, such a view would have to regard this passage, and many 
others in Book VIII, as applying only to some dialectical arguments. 


1§5'29-30. ‘Standing off’ is a matter of finding premisses from which the 
premisses of an argument follow, so that I ‘stand off’ from p by first 
discovering an argument for p and then discovering further arguments for 
the premisses of this argument (obviously, the process can be repeated for 
those further premisses, etc., each step leading to a greater degree of 
‘standing off’). It may be significant that essentially the same procedure 
plays a serious role in demonstrative science, where it is called ‘packing 
full’ or ‘thickening’ (katapuknousthai: see An. Post. 1. 13). Parts of An. 
Post. I (especially I. 3, I. 19-22) are concerned with what we might call 
‘premiss regresses’ in which a deduction is expanded in the same way by 
finding premisses from which its premisses follow, other premisses for 
those further premisses, etc.: Aristotle holds that in a demonstrative sci- 
ence, no such regress can go on indefinitely. From the standpoint of mod- 
ern logic, the distinction between the premisses from which p follows and 
the premisses from which those premisses follow is imprecise at best: if a 
set S of premisses entails all the members of another set P, then S entails 
any statement p entailed by P. Even if we appeal to the order of steps in a 
deduction, there may be several deductive paths of different lengths from 
the same premisses to the same conclusion. In the relatively simple deduc- 
tive theory of the Prior Analytics, however, it is easy to determine the 
shortest possible derivation of a given conclusion from given premisses. 


155°34. ‘If, however, he does not concede this’: as Alexander points out, 
Aristotle’s example shows that he thinks of induction and standing off as 
alternative means of obtaining a given ‘necessary’ premiss. The sense, 
then, is: if your opponent will not concede the more universal premiss 
needed for standing off, then try to get the original premiss you needed by 
induction. 


155°35-156°3. The point of this somewhat tortuous passage seems to be 
this: standing off and induction have their value in concealment precisely 
because the answerer does not know what intermediate conclusion they 
are aimed at getting. However, this advantage would be lost if a questioner 
first tried to get a premiss outright and then, failing to get it, resorted to 
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standing off or induction, for in that case the cat is out of the bag. There- 
fore, he advises, try standing off and induction first, and resort to putting 
forward the premiss itself only if these do not work. 


1§6*3-10. The grammar of this passage is very difficult; as it seems to me, 
other translators have missed the point. It makes most sense if we see it 
as a complement to 155°35-156°3, which is about how to get necessary 
premisses. Here he explains how to get additional types of necessary 
premiss beyond those already mentioned at 155°19-24, explaining that 
they should be obtained for the sake of standing off or induction. And, 
since we have obtained them for that purpose, we then should use them in 
that way: some we shall use in inductions from particulars to universal; 
others, in preparatory deductions for the premisses from which the initial 
conclusion will follow. 


1565-7. ‘from the familiar to the unfamiliar’: Aristotle usually describes 
induction only as an inference from particular to general. He also holds 
that a scientific demonstration, which is a deduction, proceeds from more 
to less ‘familiar’ things. This clause must therefore be simply an explana- 
tory gloss, not part of the definition of induction. Elsewhere (e.g. An. Post. 
I. 2), Aristotle distinguishes between what is more familiar ‘in itself’ or ‘by 
nature’ and what is more familiar ‘to us’: the former include the first 
principles of sciences, the latter the objects of sensory perception. Alexan- 
der and others suppose the phrase ‘either unconditionally or to most 
people’ to be an allusion to this doctrine; but if it is, it is not a very easy one 
to catch. 


156*7-9. ‘when you are concealing’: concealment here is a matter of 
making it hard to see where the argument is going by resting it on 
premisses at some logical distance from the conclusion (the degree of 
remoteness is a matter of the number of intervening steps of argument). As 
the remainder of the passage indicates, Aristotle recommends that we 
should obtain these premisses while trying not to divulge what we are 
going to do with them. Concealment of this sort may be deceptive, but it is 
not deceptive in the way that sophistical reasoning is deceptive (since all 
the arguments are supposed to be valid). 


156°11-22. The ‘conclusions’ we are not supposed to state are the inter- 
mediate conclusions of preparatory arguments. Given the earlier sugges- 
tion to iterate the process of standing off, an ideal stealthy argument will 
consist of a set of premisses, from which the desired conclusion follows by 
many intermediate steps, but with none of those steps actually filled in. 
Thus, such an argument would contain neither actual inductions nor actual 
preparatory deductions, but only the materials from which to construct 
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them. Though Aristotle does not say so, presumably the questioner who 
conceals in this way must be prepared, when challenged, to show that the 
conclusion does indeed follow from the concessions made by the answerer. 
Alexander supposes that this would require offering an ‘analysis’ that 
supplied the intermediate steps. It is tempting to see here one possible 
inspiration for the syllogistic theory itself. 


156*11-12. ‘deduce them all together later on’: as Alexander observes, 
Aristotle subsequently assumes that the intermediate conclusions are not 
mentioned at all until the end of the argument. Therefore, he takes ‘all 
together’ (athroa) to refer, not to these conclusions, but to the premisses: 
get all the premisses at once, jumbled together in a heap, then state only 
the desired conclusion. This does take care of one possible objection (if all 
the other conclusions were actually drawn together, it would not be so 
difficult to see why the main conclusion followed), but I do not see how to 
get it out of the Greek. Aristotle may instead have in mind something like 
this: get all the premisses you need without revealing your argumentative 
strategy and then, once your answerer has made the necessary concessions, 
work rapidly through all the steps of the argument to the ultimate conclu- 
sion in one continuous sweep. 


1§6°13. ‘the initial thesis’: that is, the problem under discussion. Accord- 
ing to I. 11, 104°34-6, ‘thesis’ and ‘problem’ were in practice interchange- 
able terms. (See 156°5.) 


1§6*19. ‘spelt out’ (diarthréthentdn): literally, ‘divided at the joints’, ‘ar- 
ticulated’. But even in anatomical contexts, Aristotle often uses this to 
mean ‘described in detail’. It is the opposite of ‘described in outline’: cf. 
EN I. 7, 1098*20-4. 


156*21. ‘the premisses of that deduction’ (ta toutou lémmata): lémmata 
are ‘things obtained’. If none of the premisses of a deduction is explicitly 
stated and all are merely implicitly or potentially present as conclusions 
from other premisses actually stated, then the deduction is at a kind of 
maximum of incompleteness. 


1§6°23-6. Continuing with his discussion of stealthy argumentation, 
Aristotle recommends mixing up the premisses of different preparatory 
deductions so as to confuse the answerer further. On ‘claims’ (axiémata), 
cf. 155°15, 15974 and Commentary (the meaning is clearly ‘premisses’). 
‘Appropriate’ premisses are those appropriate to a particular con- 
clusion: ‘if the premisses appropriate to each particular conclusion are 
put together, it will be too obvious what those conclusions are going to 
be’. 
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1§6°27-'3. In order to get a certain definition of a term, we should try first 
to get the corresponding definition of its co-ordinate (see the Introduc- 
tion). It is a basic rule about co-ordinates that they have co-ordinate 
definitions: if F is a co-ordinate of G, then the definition of F will be an 
appropriate co-ordinate transformation of the definition of G (Top. VII. 3, 
153°25-35). Therefore, if what we want to get is a definition of some term 
that has co-ordinates, we may instead try to get the co-ordinate definition 
of its co-ordinate. (Since we are asking for a premiss from which the 
premiss we want follows, this is an instance of standing off.) 

This much is clear. What is less clear is the additional features of the case 
that Aristotle thinks make one coordinate easier to get than another. In 
the example, what we want is a definition of ‘angry’, and what we propose 
instead is the co-ordinate definition of its co-ordinate ‘anger’. Aristotle 
says that an answerer might reject the proposed definition of ‘angry’ 
by offering a counter-example (the usual sense of ‘objection’: see 157°34— 
°33 and Commentary). He then says (i) this is probably not a valid 
objection; (ii) even so, it would be enough to permit an answerer to refuse 
the definition without seeming unreasonable; (iii) it would be harder 
to come up with the objection to the co-ordinate definition of ‘anger’. 
But if the objection is not valid, then what is the advantage in making 
it harder to come up with? And if there were a valid objection, what 
would be the advantage in making that harder to find? In each case, 
the only advantage seems to be that the questioner makes a better 
showing (note that the advantage to the answerer in the case Aristotle 
imagines is that he does not appear to be rejecting the premiss without a 
reason). 

Aristotle does not say why he thinks it is harder to find an objection to 
the definition of ‘anger’ than to the co-ordinate definition of ‘angry’, but 
the relevant point may be that the latter is more obviously a universal 
generalization: we look at once for an objection by asking ‘Are there any 
angry people who do not want retribution because of an apparent slight?’ 
It is less obvious what to look for in examining the definition of the abstract 
term ‘anger’. 

The word I translate ‘fallaciously conclude’ (paralogizontai) is usually 
associated with sophistical arguments, but here it means ‘draw a conclu- 
sion that does not follow’. Evidently, Aristotle is calling attention to a 
common error in reasoning which a dialectician may exploit—presumably, 
failure to recognize the general rule that co-ordinate definitions of co- 
ordinates follow from one another. How could a questioner exploit this? 
Suppose that the answerer wrongly believes that p does not follow from g 
and consequently believes that one can accept q without accepting p. What 
good would it do to obtain g from this answerer as a means of obtaining p? 
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One possibility is that the questioner somehow appeals to judges, who 
overrule the answerer. A more satisfying possibility is that the questioner 
appeals to the general rule about co-ordinate definitions of co-ordinates, 
thus showing the answerer why he is mistaken. 


156°4~9. These two sentences seem to offer independent advice, but in 
fact both involve concealment at a strategic level: keep your opponent in 
the dark about what premisses you are actually after and what you want to 
do with them. First, Aristotle proposes a strategy which exploits the pro- 
cedure of concealment just discussed. An answerer skilled in dialectic will 
be aware that you may be engaged in ‘standing off’, advancing premisses 
useful for getting other premisses. If you can make it appear to such an 
answerer that that is what you are doing when, in fact, you are trying to 
obtain a premiss directly useful for the deduction of your conclusion, then 
you may have an easier time getting it accepted. (Presumably, sophisti- 
cated respondents will know that it is more work to argue from remote 
premisses, so they may be less reluctant to grant them.) As in fencing, so in 
dialectic: there are feints, and feinted feints. 

Next, Aristotle advises against leading questions on the ground that the 
answerer will be inclined not to grant what you show yourself to want. His 
suggestion is to keep the answerer completely in the dark (rather than e.g. 
trying to make it look as if you want the opposite of what you want). Note 
that it is preferable to the questioner using Aristotle’s method that the 
answerer respond as he really thinks. 


1§6°10-17. The process described here is reminiscent of ‘argument from 
example’ as described in An. Pr. II. 24. Aristotle says that the ‘universal 
gets by more readily’ because in such an argument, the general premiss 
which comprehends all the examples is not actually used at all, as it is in 
induction (cf. again An. Pr. I. 23-4; this comparison is found in 69726-19). 
In effect, then, argument from example has the inferential power of argu- 
ment from a generalization without the problems of first establishing the 
universal premiss. 

We may wonder why Aristotle says the universal ‘gets by’ or ‘escapes 
notice’, since on his account it is not even used at all. Pacius’ version of the 
text would give us ‘it gets by more readily than the universal’ (mallon tou 
katholou)—that is, the argument (or perhaps its conclusion) gets past an 
answerer better than an argument (‘the universal’) in which a universal 
premiss is required. Unfortunately, none of the manuscript sources ap- 
pears to have had this reading. Another possibility is that the universal 
actually is present, but only implicitly: it is presupposed by the inference 
even if unstated (and if unstated it may escape the answerer’s full 
attention). 
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The term I translate ‘get answers’ (punthanesthai) means ‘find out 
through hearing’, and Aristotle occasionally uses it of the questioner in a 
dialectical exchange (cf. An. Pr. I. 1, 24°10). 


156°18-20. ‘Playing fair in the attack’ (dikaids epicheirein): in the Topics, 
epicheirein always means ‘attack’, not ‘try’. What Aristotle recommends is 
clearly a matter of dissimulation: the point is to give an appearance, not of 
attacking correctly, but of being fair-minded. 


156°25-7.. An even more blatant species of dissimulation: make the 
premiss you need look like a mere illustration. Alexander offers a nice 
illustration: if the premiss you want is ‘self-control is a virtue’, then ask, 
‘Don’t you think that, just as self-control is a virtue, so are courage and 


justice?’ (531. 3-5). 


156°27-30. This remark would be completely superseded by the preced- 
ing elaborate discussion of ‘standing off’. Such passages probably result 
from the editorial process, whatever it was, through which our text of the 
Topics passed. 


156°30-157°1. This is a purely tactical procedure, based (evidently) on 
observations of people’s tendencies in arguments. On ‘cantankerous’ see 
VIL. 8 and Commentary. There is a certain malice in the remarks about 
people who ‘think they are clever’. 


157*I-5. Confuse your opponent by hiding the premiss you want among 
a heap of useless questions. “Those who draw fake diagrams’ 
(pseudographountes) appeared earlier in I. 1, 10175-17 (see the Commen- 
tary on that passage and Excerpt C). The fake-prover’s art rests on using 
diagrams that are not correctly drawn (e.g. certain lines shown to intersect 
cannot really do so, or lines claimed to be equal cannot be). This passage 
might be taken to suggest that outright deception forms part of the dialec- 
tician’s arsenal, since fake proofs are clearly deceptive. But the point 
Aristotle is stressing is that these impossible diagrams typically include 
large numbers of irrelevant lines, making it harder to see how the trick 
works. Likewise, says Aristotle, it is often possible to get an adversary to 
accept premisses buried in a mass of irrelevancies which he would never 
accept if put forward all alone (presumably because in the latter case it 
would be obvious what conclusion would follow). “The error’: the diagram 
used in a fake proof must contain some impossibility, which is obscured by 
adding many irrelevant lines. I take this phrase to apply only to the case of 
the fake proof. The irrelevant premisses he is recommending that one add 
to a dialectical argument obscure how the argument works, not how it 
deceives: an argument that is invalid but appears valid is not dialectical but 
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contentious. ‘Surreptitiously’: the British idiom ‘in a hole-and-corner man- 
ner’ captures the sense of en parabustoi nicely, though it is meaningless to 
most North Americans. 


1§7°6-13. ‘embellishment’: this term seems to indicate that induction and 
division are merely ornamental. But Aristotle regarded induction as an 
important form of argument (cf. I. 12), and indeed he returns to it at length 
in VIII. 2. Moreover, what he here calls division seems to be one of the 
four instruments of I. 13. His present characterization of them as ‘embel- 
lishments’ probably reflects the fact that his dialectical method is aimed 
primarily at finding deductive arguments for a conclusion. Induction and 
division will then be important, but only as subsidiary devices for establish- 
ing the premisses used in a deduction. 

There may also be a veiled criticism of Plato’s concept of dialectic here. 
As Alexander notes in his commentary (1. 16-19), Plato defined the dialec- 
tician’s skill as consisting of the abilities to ‘make one into many’ (i.e. 
divide a genus into its species) and ‘make many into one’ (i.e. collect 
individuals into a species or species into a genus). Since the latter of these 
may be identified with the purpose of induction, it appears that Aristotle 
subordinates the two corner-stones of Platonic dialectic to the discovery of 
deductions, the centrepiece of his own method (that would harmonize with 
his harsh words about Platonic division in An. Pr. I. 31). But against this, 
Aristotle himself encapsulates dialectical skill with almost the same words 
at VIII. 14, 164°4~-7 (see the Commentary on that passage). 


157°14-17.. The meaning of ‘clarity’ (saphéneia) is not entirely clear. 
Aristotle’s discussion suggests that examples and illustrations serve to 
make the hearer better understand what we mean. Since the rules of 
dialectic permit the answerer to say ‘I don’t understand’ (see 160°18-19), 
these may be intended to forestall such complaints, but they may simply 
have the more general purpose of making the answerer understand (or at 
least think he understands). 

‘from sources we know’: any educated Athenian would know by heart 
large portions of the Homeric poems, but the works of the epic poet 
Choirilos would hardly be so well known (a rough parallel: ‘“as Shake- 
speare says”, not “as Albee says”’). Other translators (and Alexander) 
suppose Aristotle is first making the point that illustrations should be 
relevant and based on familiar things, then offering Homer’s poetry as 
exemplifying the right way, Choirilos’ as exemplifying the wrong. I think 
this is unlikely. The Choirilos referred to here is probably the fifth-century 
epic poet from Samos whom Aristotle cites once or twice—with approba- 
tion—in the Rhetoric (III. 14, 1415*3-4 and possibly 17-18). An Athenian 
decree ordered that Choirilos’ Persica, commemorating the Athenian 
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victory over Xerxes, be included in public recitations of Homer (Rhet. 
1415*17-18 may be the Persica’s first lines), and this juxtaposition might 
explain Aristotle’s choice of example. In any event, even if Choirilos did 
not enjoy Homer’s unique status, there is no basis for Tricot’s description 
of him as a ‘bad poet’. Perhaps Tricot confused him with the notorious 
Choirilos of Jasos. 


CHAPTER 2 


157°18-21. Aristotle ‘discussed this earlier’ in I. 12 (induction is ‘more 
persuasive’ and ‘common to the public’, deduction is ‘more compelling’ 
and ‘more effective’ against antilogikoi); cf. also VIII. 14, 164°12-16. Noth- 
ing here suggests that induction is merely an ornament. 


1§7°21-°33. To understand these remarks concerning induction, we must 
keep in mind that an inductive argument will begin within a series of 
questions about cases: 


Is x, F? (Yes) 


Is x, F? (Yes) 


After gaining these concessions, the questioner’s next step would be to 
‘put the universal as a question’, that is, ask for the universal generalization 
which these cases support. This will introduce some second general term, 
G, of which x,, etc., are instances: 


Is every G F? 


A respondent who has assented to all the cases is under an obligation to 
assent to the universal or provide a counter-example, if asked (Aristotle 
discusses the details below and in VIII. 8). 


157°21-33. The first problem Aristotle discusses points up an important 
difference between his conception of inductive arguments and most mod- 
ern accounts. The latter suppose that the particular cases take the form ‘x 
is both G and F’, so that each already contains both universal terms. What 
the inductive step introduces is simply a universal quantifier. However, this 
is clearly not what Aristotle has in mind, since otherwise an induction 
could not even be stated without having a general term for all its cases. His 
cases have instead the form ‘x is F’, and the inductive step introduces the 
second universal as well as the generalization. This second universal must 
pick out what it is that all the cases have in common. If we cannot find such 
a term, we can still ‘ask for the universal’, but our question must take the 
much less satisfactory form ‘Is every such thing F?’ 
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Aristotle says that such anonymous generalizations should be avoided 
because they are too hard to deal with: lacking a universal which says what 
the various cases are cases of, questioner and answerer may fall into 
dispute about what counts as a similar case, and it will be possible for 
clever questioners (or answerers) to engage in cheating. Therefore, if no 
general term is available, we should coin one for the express purpose of 
covering the cases we want. This may seem to contradict his earlier discus- 
sion of ‘argument from likeness’ (156°10-17), which described the absence 
of an explicit universal generalization as the strong point of such argu- 
ments. However, he may be contrasting arguments in which a universal 
generalization is sought for its own sake with those in which it is sought 
only in order to infer from it one of its instances. 

Compare Aristotle’s note of the utility of a study of likenesses to induc- 
tive arguments at I. 18, 108°7-12. On coining names for unnamed 
universals, cf. An. Post. I. 5, 7496-32; An. Pr. I. 35, I. 39. The assumed 
picture of induction is worth comparing with the notoriously problematic 
discussion in An. Post. If. 19, which also deals with the emergence of a 
universal from individual cases. 


1§7°23. ‘common name’: since the names in question apply to ‘similari- 
ties’, not similar things, this most likely means ‘commonly accepted name’ 
rather than ‘common name for all cases’. 


1§7°27-9. ‘hoodwink’ (parakrouontai): this verb is often used, in Aristo- 
tle or elsewhere, of deception by means of fallacious arguments (thus it is 
a close synonym of paralogizesthai). AT SE 1, 165?13~17, Aristotle uses it 
of people skilled in numerical calculations who cheat the unskilled (see 
also Pol. IV. 12, 1297*10). 

‘some saying ... others objecting’: judging by what follows, these alter- 
natives probably refer to questioners and answerers respectively. 


157°30-3. ‘similarly designated’ (homoids legetai): this idiom recalls 
monachos legetai, ‘said in one way’, and its contrasting ‘said in many ways’. 
However, I do not see how the ambiguity of a term can be involved here. 
The problem is instead to determine whether the various cases of the 
induction fall under the same universal as the additional case we need to 
draw a conclusion about. Lacking a universal to characterize the similarity, 
this might be disputed, but once an appropriate term is coined those 
disputes are avoided. The point of the last sentence may be that cases 
which we at first think will fall under the same designation lose this similar- 
ity if we try actually to coin a single term to cover them all. 


1§7°34-33. An ‘objection’ (enstasis) is a counter-example to a generali- 
zation. As this section makes clear, the rules of dialectical exchanges 
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permit a questioner to insist that an answerer who has conceded the cases 
of an induction either concede the generalization or provide a counter- 
example (‘ask for an objection’ is a technical term for the questioner’s 
demand for such a counter-example). 


157°34-7. It is the questioner’s right to ask for counter-examples only in 
the specific case when the answerer has conceded the inductive steps but 
rejected the generalization. If the questioner simply asks ‘Is every F G?’ 
without a preceding objection, the answerer may say ‘No’ with no obliga- 
tion to provide counter-examples. ‘Your right’: dikaion can simply mean 
‘legitimate’, but the point here is to clarify the circumstances under which 
the questioner can require of the answerer something other than assent or 
dissent. 


157°37~’2. The case presupposed by this further constraint on the an- 
swerer appears to be an induction followed by an inference to another 
instance: the answerer has conceded the cases and also conceded ‘Every G 
is F’ but now balks at the instance ‘a is F’. It is not clear just what the 
constraint is, but the most plausible solution is that when confronted with 
the unwanted case, the answerer decides to retract his earlier assent to the 
universal and uses that very case as the objection. The rule then appears to 
be: you can only do this if this case is the unique exception to the general 
rule. On a narrower interpretation, ‘the very case proposed’ would refer to 
the thesis under discussion. The implicit rule would then be that the 
answerer could appeal to this way out only if that thesis concerned a 
unique exception. 


1572-8. The advice here, which is obvious enough, would be a natural 
instance of applying the counsels of Book I about studying multiple senses 
of terms so as to be able to disarm such equivocations in advance. 


157°8-33. Finally, Aristotle considers how to deal with a sound objection 
to a generalization. Overall, the tactic is straightforward: add a condition 
to the generalization that will avoid the objection. Thus, we replace ‘Every 
G is F’ with ‘Every G which is H is F’, and continue in this manner until (if 
we are successful) the answerer concedes a premiss we can use. 


157°24-8. If we follow Aristotle’s own claim that objections arise only in 
connection with inductions, then this passage must be recommending a 
means of forestalling objections. Evidently, the situation is this: the an- 
swerer has accepted the cases of an induction but refused the generaliza- 
tion. Before demanding an objection, the questioner then proposes instead 
a narrower generalization, subtracting a possible counter-example; this 
deprives the questioner of the example he was about to give, and he is 
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therefore compelled to assent. Aristotle may have in mind deliberately 
choosing a generalization to which there is an obvious objection, then 
replacing it with a narrower generalization to throw the answerer off 
guard. 


1§7°28-30. It seems not only obvious, but trivially so, that we cannot 
salvage a generalization by this kind of restriction unless it is indeed true in 
some cases and false in others. However, Aristotle may be supposing that 
these generalizations are stated (as are all his examples) without explicit 
quantification (thus making them all ‘indefinite’ in the terminology of the 
An. Pr. I. 1, 24?19~22 and De Int. 10). Statements of the forms ‘A is B’ or 
‘As are Bs’ sometimes express universal generalizations (‘Dogs are mam- 
mals’), sometimes things true for the most part (‘Dogs make good pets’), 
and sometimes things true only sometimes (‘Dogs bite’). Thus, Aristotle 
may be advising us to take note of which type of statement is actually being 
made. 


157°31-3. In view of the discussion in I. ro, this can hardly be intended as 
a definition of ‘dialectical premiss’. I suggest that Aristotle is thinking of 
what it is to secure or obtain a premiss in a dialectical argument: accepting 
a number of instances of a generalization and offering no objection just is 
to accept the generalization, in a dialectical context. 


157°34-158"2. A number of difficulties arise concerning this brief pas- 
sage. It will help to begin with a general picture of ‘argument through the 
impossible’ based on some of what Aristotle says elsewhere. He thinks of 
such an argument as consisting of two parts. One is the ‘deduction of an 
impossible’: 


Premiss, 


Premiss, 

Assume that H 

(argumentative steps) 

Therefore, A (which is evidently impossible) 


Given this deduction of an impossibility, we then conclude ‘through the 
impossible’ that H is false (see An. Pr. I. 44, 50°29-38; An. Post. I. 26). 

This two-part conception forms the basis of Aristotle’s present advice. A 
straightforward (direct in modern terms) deduction of a conclusion stands 
on its own: once the respondent has accepted the premisses, nothing more 
is needed to establish the conclusion. However, in a deduction through the 
impossible we must obtain the further admission that the ‘impossible’ 
result deduced really is impossible, and this leaves room for the respond- 
ent to protest. 
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This points up an important difference between Aristotle’s way of 
understanding reductio ad absurdum argument and most modern concep- 
tions. For Aristotle, the impossible result is simply an obvious falsehood: 
something which anyone would know to be false, or even something which 
the respondent has already agreed to be false. Thus, he says that argu- 
ments through the impossible resemble arguments from an assumption but 
differ in that no ‘prior agreement’ need be made since the falsehood of the 
impossibility deduced is obvious (An. Pr. I. 44, 5032-8). By contrast, rules 
of reductio ad absurdum in modern formal systems typically specify that if 
from a set of premisses and an assumption H we can deduce a self- 
contradictory proposition (i.e. usually, a proposition of the form ‘P and not 
P’), then we may infer the denial of H. Aristotle does not indicate that 
impossibilities are restricted to logical falsehoods. 

So described, argument through the impossible may be distinguished 
from two other notions. The first is indirect proof, which has the following 
structure: 


Premiss, 
Premiss,, 
~H (denial of the intended conclusion) 


~(Premiss,) 
H 


That is, if from a set of premisses and the denial of H we can deduce the 
denial of one of the premisses, then we may infer H. Examples of such 
arguments abound in Greek mathematics. 

The second notion is something which Aristotle himself calls ‘convert- 
ing’ (antistrephein) in VIII. 14 below. This is a process of transformation 
which derives one deduction from another. Suppose that the following is a 
valid argument: 


P, 


P 


n 


Cc 


Then if we replace any premiss P, by the denial of the conclusion ~C and 
the conclusion by the denial of that premiss ~P,, the result is also a valid 
argument: 
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This ‘conversion’ is a much more abstract process than argument through 
the impossible, since it allows the transformation of one argument into 
another. It can be used to show that an entire class of arguments of one 
form is valid by showing how to transform each such argument into an- 
other known to be valid: this is exactly what Aristotle himself does repeat- 
edly in the proofs of the validity of syllogistic forms in An. Pr. I. 1-22. It is 
not clear how Aristotle understood the relationships among these various 
procedures. In An. Pr. II. 8-10 he discusses ‘conversion’, and following this 
(An. Pr. Il. 11-13) he discusses deduction through impossibility; for one 
account of the difference between the two see 61*18-27. 

‘When it is possible to deduce’: in the Prior Analytics Aristotle argues 
that any conclusion which can be reached by argument through the impos- 
sible can be reached without it, and vice versa (An. Pr. 1. 29, 4525-11; II. 
14, 62°38-63°21). Since these claims depend heavily on the theory of infer- 
ence of An. Pr. I, which is generally not in evidence in the Topics, this 
might be taken as evidence that the Topics reflects an early stage in 
Aristotle’s development as a logician. However, it might equally well 
indicate that he is trying to keep logical theory to a minimum. 

‘it makes no difference’: Waitz notes that this seems to be inconsistent 
with An. Post. J. 29, which argues that proof through the impossible is 
inferior, and takes this as evidence that the Topics reflects a relatively 
undeveloped stage of Aristotle’s thought. But it can also be argued that 
this Posterior Analytics text itself seems ignorant of the doctrines of the 
Prior Analytics (see Smith 1982, 1986); moreover, VIH. 14 shows Aristotle 
fully in command of the more abstract inferential procedure essential to 
the proofs of An. Pr. I. 1-22. 


158°3-6. The first case seems identical with that mentioned above in 
157°32-3. Therefore, it is the second case which is probably being empha- 
sized: an objection that the answerer will be hard put to think of is as good 
as no objection at all. 


158*7-13. To judge from this passage, the questioner was allowed (per- 
haps even expected) to state the ultimate conclusion in an exchange rather 
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than putting it as a question. These lines raise an important issue about 
dialectical argument. Forcing an opponent to a conclusion requires not 
simply getting that opponent to concede premisses which imply it but also 
getting the opponent to concede that they imply it: and what is to stop an 
adversary from simply denying that the conclusion follows? If only those 
opponents can be successfully refuted who agree that they have been 
refuted, then—paradoxically—slow-witted opponents will have a natural 
advantage; and what is to stop even clever ones from using this response? 
It may be that Aristotle supposes an audience to be present which can pass 
judgement on this point and award victory to the questioner. However, the 
phrase ‘to those who do not understand...’ might equally well mean that 
logically inexperienced audiences are sometimes taken in by this same 
device. We have, then, a sort of antithesis to the kind of contentious 
argument that appears to be valid but is not: an argument which actually is 
valid but does not appear to be so. 


158*14-24. It is a basic rule of dialectical exchanges that the questioner 
must supply the premisses for assent or dissent: all that the answerer is 
required to do, except under certain defined circumstances, is to say ‘yes’ 
or ‘no’. Therefore, if the questioner needs something like a definition or a 
distinction of senses, he must formulate it for himself and try to get the 
answerer’s assent (compare here the examples in I. 4, 101>29-33). 

‘At the same time’: this suggests, if tentatively, yet another exception to 
the general restriction of answers to assent and dissent, namely, that an 
answerer who rejects a premiss stipulating the various senses of a term 
might be required to offer an alternative one. 


158*25-30. ‘a long time presenting a single argument’: the verb I translate 
‘present’ means ‘ask’, but dialectical arguments are always presented by 
asking questions; Aristotle is not only referring to asking the same question 
repeatedly but, generally, to spending excessive time on one argument. He 
outlines four possibilities. Either (i) the respondent is answering the ques- 
tions, or (ii) he is not. If (i), then either (ia) the questioner is asking lots of 
different questions, or (ib) he is repeatedly asking the same question. But 
if (ia), he must have no argument, for no argument has a large number of 
premisses; and if (ib), he is rambling. In either case, it is clear that the 
questioner is doing a bad job. On the other hand, if (ii), then it is also clear 
that the questioner is doing a bad job because what he should do is either 
fault the answerer for not answering or abandon the argument. 

The general principle that any very lengthy argument is bad (at least in 
dialectic) does not necessarily conflict with Aristotle’s earlier counsels 
about ‘stretching out’ an argument (157*I-5): there is a difference between 
a long argument and a very long argument. 
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‘Ramble’ (adoleschein): sometimes, this term denotes a specific error in 
argument (also called ‘saying the same thing twice’) illustrated in the 
following example. Suppose that we define ‘snub’ as ‘concave nose’; then, 
since we may always substitute a term’s definition for it, ‘snub nose’ 
becomes ‘concave nose nose’, which—so goes the complaint—is non- 
sense. But nothing of the sort is involved here. Elsewhere Aristotle uses 
adoleschein to mean ‘talk garrulously’, ‘chatter idly’ (Rhet. 1390°9, EN 
1117°35). 


CHAPTER 3 


15831-1592. Despite its opening sentence, the main purpose of this 
section is to explain what the questioner should do when confronted with 
a thesis that is ‘hard to deal with’, that is, when it is hard to find premisses 
that will yield the conclusion needed. The section as a whole is difficult, in 
part because of some terminological peculiarities; an interpretative sum- 
mary will be useful. Aristotle’s main point is that any thesis that is ‘hard to 
deal with’ has one of three properties: (i) what we need in order to 
establish the conclusion we want is a definition; (ii) some terms in the 
thesis may be equivocal and may be used metaphorically, without this 
being clear; (iii) the conclusion we need is close to ‘the starting-points’. 

The background Aristotle proposes is unusual for the Topics. He sup- 
poses that the questioner’s role is much like that of a geometer searching 
for a proof of a proposition. The time-honoured way of doing this is to 
‘work backwards’, i.e. ask what premisses would give us what we want, 
what further premisses would give us those, etc., until we reach something 
we have already established. Greek mathematicians called this ‘analysis’: 
evidently the term was already in use by Aristotle’s time. We also know 
that his mathematical contemporaries were already producing systematic 
mathematical treatises in which propositions were proved in series, begin- 
ning with the most basic and proceeding to the more complex, and that in 
such treatments the proofs of later propositions depended on or incorpo- 
rated the proofs of earlier ones. As I] have interpreted it, the method of 
discovering premisses presupposed in the Topics also works backwards 
from conclusion to premisses, and therefore Aristotle may regard it as 
appropriate to compare the two. 

A systematic development has the advantage that we can build on what 
we have already established. This works in both directions, provided we 
take up propositions in the right order: if we have established the things we 
need for a proof of a proposition, then it will be relatively easy to find its 
proof by working backwards to them. But there are two cases in which it 
may be particularly difficult to find a proof of a proposition in developing 
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such a treatise. First, if the proposition is one that depends for its proof on 
a large number of others, then its proof, in full form, will include the proofs 
of those others; therefore, discovering it from scratch will be quite difficult. 
Such propositions are ‘by nature last’. Second, if the proposition is a 
fundamental one which we shall require in the proofs of many others, we 
must find a proof for it before we have built up any body of proofs to call 
on. Such propositions are ‘by nature first’; in establishing them, we shall 
have little to call on except the definitions of the fundamental notions used 
in the theory. 

These are, I think, the cases Aristotle has in view in 158*32~4. The ‘first 
things’ are the propositions which should by nature come at the beginning 
of our treatment; they ‘require definition’ in that the only means of proving 
them is appealing to appropriate definitions. The ‘last things’ are not 
necessarily ‘last’ in any absolute sense, but we may think of them as the 
most advanced theorems our treatise aims at establishing. Strictly speak- 
ing, their proofs will rest on many subordinate propositions; anyone who 
wants to discover such an argument straight off will have to find all those 
intermediate steps. Thus, the lack of intermediate results to call on makes 
the first type hard to prove, whereas the large number of intermediate steps 
needed does so for the second. 

This interpretation fits best with the geometrical example in 158°29- 
1591. Aristotle says that some geometrical theorems are virtually 
impossible to prove unless you have the right definition available, in which 
case the proof becomes obvious. These are ‘the first of the elements’. He 
says that in mathematics, those propositions were called ‘elements’ the 
proofs of which were ‘implicit in the proofs of others’ (Met. B 3, 998*25~7; 
A 3, 1014%35—°2). This sense (which is the sense in which the propositions in 
Euclid’s Elements are elements) fits exactly here: the ‘first elements’ are 
the first consequences of the definitions in a systematic treatise on math- 
ematics, and these will use no other previously proved propositions in their 
proofs. The definitions required are the definitions of the ‘principles’ 
(archai), i.e. the basic constituents of the subject-matter of the proofs. In 
the case of geometry, these are points and lines. 

What Aristotle says here is readily liable to misinterpretation because of 
what he has to say elsewhere, especially in the Posterior Analytics, about 
demonstrative sciences. It is a fundamental thesis of that work that every 
demonstration must proceed from ‘starting-points’ or ‘first principles’ 
which are themselves indemonstrable propositions (on some interpreta- 
tions, they are in fact definitions). Here the ‘principles’ Aristotle mentions 
are not propositions but ingredients or constituent elements; and the ‘first 
things’ are not indemonstrable (since their proofs follow from definitions). 
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These terminological inconsistencies have made this passage an especially 
difficult one for commentators and translators. 

A final problem of terminology is the word epicheirein. Throughout 
most of Book VIII this in effect means ‘what the questioner does’, in 
contrast to hupechein (which is what the answerer does). Since what the 
questioner does is try to refute the answerer’s thesis, ‘attack’ is usually a 
good translation. (In wider Greek usage, it often means ‘attempt’; its root 
sense is ‘lay hands on’.) In the present case, it has another force. The 
questioner attacks by constructing a deduction of the denial of the answer- 
er’s thesis; therefore, epicheirein comes to mean ‘construct a deduction’. 
Thus, the cognate noun epicheirémata is used in 158735 of attempted proofs 
(I translate ‘argumentative attempts’). 


158°31-2. ‘The same assumptions’: ‘assumptions’ means ‘premisses’. A 
different ranking in terms of ease of attack appears in Topics VII. 5, 
classifying in accordance with the four predicables. Definitions are harder 
to defend and easier to attack than any of the other predicables because 
there are more criteria which must be met in order to show that something 
is a definition; by the same token, accidents are the easiest predicable to 
defend, the hardest to attack. Another classification appears in An. Pr. I. 
26, this time by categorical sentence type, with the criterion for ‘ease of 
attack’ the number of different argument forms (syllogistic moods, in 
traditional parlance) which can have a conclusion of the relevant type. The 
use of ‘assumptions’ here is similar to that of ‘problems’ at 15816 or 
‘theses’ at 158724, 159*3. 


158°36-7. ‘beginning from the appropriate starting-points’: Aristotle fre- 
quently claims that genuine demonstrations must be from the ‘appropriate 
starting-points’ that is, the basic principles of the relevant discipline. So- 
phistical demonstrations attempt to prove things from ‘common’ starting- 
points, and hence they fail actually to prove. In this respect, they have 
some resemblance to dialectical arguments (see Excerpt C). Here and 
at 1582 it seems that ‘starting-point’ means ‘basic premiss’, not ‘basic 
element’. 


158°37—'1. ‘answerers neither expect definitions’: though Aristotle’s at- 
tention is on demonstrations, his subject is really dialectical argument, and 
in such arguments a questioner cannot make use of a definition unless it is 
conceded by the answerer. The sense may be: ‘answerers do not think 
themselves bound by definitions questioners want to use; therefore, if a 
definition is required to establish a conclusion, it will be hard to establish 
it’. 
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158°5-8. The first cause of being ‘hard to deal with’ was ‘needing a 
definition’, which applies primarily to naturally first propositions; the 
second cause, being ‘too close to the beginning’, applies to propositions 
which, though not naturally first and thus not requiring definitions, come 
early in the development of a system of deductions. It will be relatively 
hard to find proofs for these because at an early stage, few intermediate 
results will be available to use. 


158'8-15. The third cause of being ‘hard to deal with’ has three ingredi- 
ents: (i) some term in the thesis may have more than one sense; (ii) this 
term may also have been used metaphorically; (iii) it is not clear which of 
these things is going on. If the term in question is in fact equivocal, then 
distinguishing senses will lead to a means of attack. If, on the other hand, 
it is used metaphorically, then the answerer’s thesis itself can be criticized 
for unclarity. Neither of these is especially difficult; the hard case with 
which Aristotle is concerned here is one which contains an equivocal term 
that may also be metaphorical. Since these require different courses of 
action, the questioner is faced with the problem of deciding whether to 
attack the thesis (as equivocal) or complain that it is unclear because 
metaphorical. (On ‘criticism’ see VIII. 11). 

Aristotle says he is talking about the hardest definitions to deal with, but 
almost immediately he extends this to all kinds of problems (158°16-23). 
He may be giving special prominence to definitions here because the other 
causes of being hard to deal with cannot apply to definitions. 


158°16-23. ‘In general, you should assume’: a problem is hard to deal 
with just so long as we do not yet know what makes it that way, for once we 
discover the cause we can remove it. Consequently, we should bear in 
mind that the cause is always one of these three, for then our only task will 
be to discover which one it is. 


1§8°33-5. ‘Reciprocal subtraction’ (antanhairesis) is a process for finding 
the greatest common measure of two magnitudes parallel to Euclid’s algo- 
rithm for finding the greatest common divisor of two numbers. Let A and 
B be lines, with A longer than B. Repeatedly subtract B from A until the 
remainder is less than B; subtract this remainder from B until a remainder 
less than it remains, and continue in the same manner, stopping only if an 
even fit is found. Two pairs of magnitudes A, B and A’, B’ have the same 
‘reciprocal subtraction’ if the number of times each line is subtracted is the 
same for corresponding steps in the procedure as applied to each. Euclid’s 
algorithm, the corresponding procedure applied to integers, always termi- 
nates; however, reciprocal subtraction for lines may go on indefinitely 
without reaching an exact fit (in which case the lines are shown to be 
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Note. Reciprocal subtraction of line segments AE, EB: (1) mark off on EB at a 
a segment equal to AE, leaving remainder aB less than AE; (2) from a, mark off 
at b, b' segments equal to aB, leaving remainder b’E; (3) from b’, mark off at c, 
c’ segments equal to b’E, etc. The process continues until a remainder is reached 
which exactly divides the preceding segment. 


incommensurable.) As Aristotle says, the application of this definition to 
the case of parallelograms and their sides is obvious if a figure is drawn (see 
above). The definition of proportionality in terms of reciprocal subtraction 
is older than the famous definition of Eudoxus (preserved in Euclid, Ele- 
ments); this passage is important evidence concerning the early develop- 
ment of Greek mathematics (see Knorr 1975 for further discussion). 


159°3-14. Aristotle switches briefly to the answerer’s viewpoint. If the 
questioner proposes a premiss which you know to be harder to establish 
than the conclusion needed, what should you do? If you refuse it and thus 
require the questioner to argue for it, then you will be substituting a harder 
problem than the original one (in effect, the refusal makes the premiss into 
a problem). On the other hand, if you concede it, then you will be letting 
yourself be convinced from premisses less convincing than the conclusion 
(i.e., the argument will be a sham from an epistemic standpoint). Aristotle 
says: decide which of these is to be avoided and answer accordingly. In II. 
5, 11532-11215, Aristotle discusses a ‘sophistical’ device that recalls this 
situation: try to get the answerer to concede a premiss (perhaps totally 
irrelevant to the thesis) which you already know how to refute. See also 
An. Pr. YI. 25 on ‘leading away’ (apagein). 

The closing remarks about teachers and learners are among the few in 
which Aristotle presents dialectical arguments in the role of instruction. It 
is tempting to suppose that an argument that teaches is a demonstration, or 
at least a demonstration transformed into a series of questions and an- 
swers. However, Aristotle says here that learners should only concede 
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what is more familiar. If this means ‘what is more familiar to them’, then 
the resulting arguments cannot be demonstrations: Aristotle says many 
times that what is more familiar to the uninstructed is generally less famil- 
iar in itself, and it is the latter standard that must apply to demonstrative 
premisses. 


CHAPTER 4 


159*15-32. Aristotle now turns his attention to the answerer’s role, which 
occupies him until the end of VIII. 10 (161715). The general descriptions of 
the tasks of questioner and answerer given here are refined immediately 
below (159°26-36). Note that these goals are compatible and even comple- 
mentary: it is quite possible for a questioner to succeed in deducing absurd 
consequences from an answerer’s thesis and for that answerer at the same 
time to make it clear that these consequences follow as a result of the thesis 
itself. 

Somewhat different accounts of the roles of questioner and answerer 
emerge in the section immediately following: see the Commentary on 
159*38-160°16. 


159°18-19. ‘lead’ (epagagein): the technical sense ‘perform an induction’ 
would be out of place here. 


1§9°25-37. The functions of questioner and answerer require further 
definition in the case of answerers in ‘arguments for the sake of exercise 
and testing’. Aristotle discusses these additional details in 159°38ff. But 
first he digresses to distinguish three kinds of argument. In one, the ques- 
tioner is a teacher and the answerer a learner; in the next, the questioner 
and answerer are competitors, and the goal is victory; and the third kind is 
‘arguments for the sake of testing and inquiry’. To determine what these 
three varieties are, we must look further afield for remarks on the different 
sorts of argumentative practice and their goals. The most informative texts 
are in the Sophistical Refutations (SE 2; SE 8, 169°23-9; SE 9, 170°8-11; SE 
10-I1, 171*28-'12, 17221-36). What Aristotle says is not always clear and 
may not be consistent; my interpretation tries to bring out the main lines of 
his proposals. 

Five types of situation involving argument make appearances in the 
Topics: demonstration, rhetorical argument, contentious or sophistical ar- 
gument, dialectical argument for the purpose of practice and inquiry, and 
‘testing’ arguments (see the Introduction for further discussion). The first 
two do not involve question and answer, although they may have an 
audience. The demonstrator presents premisses as statements, not ques- 
tions, which the learner or hearer must simply accept, while the rhetori- 
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cian’s audience simply listens. Each of the remaining three types of argu- 
ment is dialectical in that it is put by a questioner to an answerer, and in 
each the questioner’s ultimate goal is refutation. Though this takes differ- 
ent forms in the three cases, refutation is always a matter of starting with 
some initial thesis granted by the answerer and then getting further conces- 
sions, ultimately leading to an absurd or impossible result. 

Contentious arguments are a form of combat, and the questioner’s 
motive is to win at all costs. It makes no particular difference whether the 
absurd consequences deduced actually follow from the answerer’s conces- 
sions or whether the answerer actually believes what he concedes; the 
questioner’s goal is to appear to refute (to an audience or to an opponent). 

‘Testing’ arguments are modelled on Socratic refutation and have as 
their goal bringing to light the answerer’s unrecognized ignorance by 
exposing inconsistencies which follow from his opinions. Thus their pur- 
pose is educative, not combative. If they are to achieve this purpose, they 
must rest on the answerer’s actual opinions: the answerer must therefore 
always say what he thinks. 

Arguments for the sake of inquiry are most likely the formal dialectical 
exchanges presupposed by Book VIII. These seem to have two purposes. 
First, the participants improve their skill in argument. Second, these exer- 
cises are a means for exploring the consequences of different opinions as a 
part of philosophical inquiry. In either case, it is important to this variety 
of argument that the refutations produced are logically valid, i.e. that the 
contradictions deduced actually follow from the premisses conceded. 
However, the opinions of the answerer are no longer at issue. Instead, the 
answerer undertakes to represent a particular point of view: perhaps 
the point of view of a specific philosopher, or a type of person, or perhaps 
the point of view of ‘common opinion’. 

On this interpretation, ‘inquiry’, ‘testing’, and ‘exercise’ are three differ- 
ent functions which can be served by dialectical argument in the broad 
sense. Exercise and inquiry are the goals of more formalized dialectical 
exchanges. Dialectic pursued for these goals would tend to presuppose 
participants who are more or less on an equal footing and understand the 
rules of the dialectical game. It is more difficult to say in what context 
testing might have taken place, but it might sometimes involve a more 
naive answerer (especially if we take Plato’s dialogues as portraits of 
testing dialectic). We may speculate that all three sorts of argument 
formed part of the philosophical education of the Early Academy: those 
newer to the subject would be put to the test more frequently, whereas 
those who had acquired some skill would pursue arguments for practice 
and inquiry. (For other views on the roles of questioner and answerer in 
this type of argument, see Ryle 1968, Brunschwig 1986, Bolton 1990.) 
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The syntax of 159?25~-37 is awkward. Aristotle says, ‘Since it has not 
been defined just what these functions are in the case of dialectical argu- 
ments for testing and exercise and nothing has been said about this before, 
I shall try to say something myself.’ However, in the midst of the sentence 
he launches into an explanatory digression (159726) and does not get back 
on track until 159°36 (I have somewhat freely translated oun as ‘to get back 
to the point’). 


CHAPTER § 


159°25. ‘But since’: VIH. 5 begins here in the traditional chapter divi- 
sions, but a break would obscure the continuity of the argument. 


1§9°38~160°16. The rules in this section apply to answerers in dialectical 
exchanges for the purposes of inquiry and practice: testing arguments 
presuppose answerers who answer according to their own opinions. 
Aristotle insists that this is his own original contribution. We might wish to 
see it as the counterpart, from the answerer’s viewpoint, of another aspect 
of his method, namely, his emphasis on the importance of collecting and 
classifying accepted views. In order to follow the advice he gives here, an 
answerer would have to have a systematic compilation of endoxa. 

Earlier, Aristotle said that the questioner’s goal was to deduce the most 
unacceptable consequences possible from the answerer’s thesis. Now he 
adopts a different perspective: the questioner’s goal is to deduce the denial 
of the answerer’s thesis from other premisses conceded by the answerer. 
This is in accordance with the definition of ‘refutation’ in SE I as ‘a 
deduction together with the denial of the conclusion’ (165*2-3; see also 
SE 2, 1653-4, SE 9). This latter definition seems to be Aristotle’s more 
considered opinion, since it treats refutations simply as a species of deduc- 
tion (cf. An. Pr. II. 20). But these definitions are not equivalent. If my goal 
is to deduce absurd consequences from a given thesis, then I must use that 
thesis as a premiss; however, there is no specific absurdity which I must aim 
to deduce. If, on the other hand, my goal is to deduce the contradictory of 
a given thesis, then there is a specific conclusion at which J must aim and 
the initial thesis is not a premiss I can use. The remarks in VIII. 5-6 on 
answering make sense only in the latter context, since they require com- 
paring the premisses proposed with the desired conclusion. 


159°38—'35. In this section, Aristotle presupposes that propositions can 
be compared to one another with respect to acceptability. Given a scale of 
acceptability, the decision whether to accept or reject a premiss depends 
on two things: (i) its intrinsic level of acceptability, (ii) whether it is more 
or less acceptable than the conclusion. Briefly, his rules are these: 
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1. If the thesis itself is unacceptable (and thus the conclusion accept- 
able), concede only those premisses which are both acceptable and more 
acceptable than the conclusion. 

2. If the thesis itself is acceptable (so that the conclusion is unaccept- 
able), concede any premiss which is either acceptable or less unacceptable 
than the conclusion. 

3. If the thesis itself is neither acceptable nor unacceptable (so that the 
conclusion is likewise), concede anything which is either acceptable or 
more acceptable than the conclusion. 


These are just the obvious consequences of the general rule: the premisses 
must be more acceptable than the conclusion. Aristotle presents this here 
as, in effect, the dialectical counterpart of the requirement that in a dem- 
onstration, the premisses must be ‘more intelligible’ or ‘more familiar’ 
than the conclusion (159°8-9). This does not appear to be a general con- 
straint on dialectical arguments, although the evidence is not conclusive. I 
would suggest that it is peculiar to dialectic for exercise and inquiry. 
Obviously, any serious attempt to apply these rules would presuppose an 
ability to make very fine distinctions of levels of acceptability. Aristotle 
does not tell us much about how that is done (see e.g. I. 10); compilations 
of endoxa might be ordered in such a way. 

The standard of comparison itself may also be varied: acceptability 
may be measured either ‘without qualification’ (hapl6s) or with reference 
to the opinions of some individual or some type of person. This at 
first recalls the varieties of endoxa listed in I. 10, although for present 
purposes we would also have to presuppose an ordering by degree of 
acceptability within each. However, the only cases of ‘qualified’ 
acceptables are those acceptable to the answerer and those acceptable to a 
specific person (see 159°23-35). (For an alternative view see Bolton 1990, 
which argues that the types of endoxa themselves are actually degrees of 
acceptability.) 


159°8-9. ‘Since whoever deduces well’: we might take the requirement 
that the premisses be ‘more familiar’ than the conclusion to mean that the 
questioner must draw on premisses which the answerer more readily be- 
lieves than the conclusion. However, Aristotle is here giving instructions to 
the answerer, not to the questioner. This shows that the standard for 
judging what is more familiar is not the answerer’s own reactions, but 
instead an external criterion of acceptability. In exercises and inquiries, the 
answerer’s job is to ensure that each deduction is a good one by allowing 
only premisses which meet the standard of greater acceptability (see 
161*16—'10). Obviously, such a criterion is most at home in a gymnastic 
context. 
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1§9°19-20. ‘for it would appear to have been sufficiently argued’: that is, 
as before, the argument will conform to the rule that the premisses must be 
more familiar than the conclusion, even though the answerer has conceded 
some premisses which are in themselves not worthy of acceptance (in the 
case envisaged, the conclusion at which the questioner must aim is intrin- 
sically unacceptable). Alexander paraphrases ‘for he who answers in this 
way will not seem to transgress [the rules of] dialectical assembly’. But 
‘argue’ refers to the questioner’s activity, not the answerer’s. The point is 
rather that in so far as the questioner follows these rules, the argument 
itself will be ‘well argued’. Producing such an argument is the joint goal of 
both participants. 


159°23-9. Taken literally, Aristotle’s words imply that the answerer 
should choose which standard of acceptability to use based on whether the 
thesis is, as a matter of fact, absolutely or relatively acceptable or unac- 
ceptable. But this makes things sound too easy for the answerer: the same 
thesis could easily be acceptable to the answerer, unacceptable to another 
person, and neither acceptable nor unacceptable without qualification. It 
may be instead that the relevant standard for comparison was determined 
by the circumstances of the dialectical exchange, perhaps by advance 
agreement or by the rules of a particular engagement (Aristotle is silent on 
this). 

Answering in accordance with one’s own opinions sounds very much 
like ‘testing’, but if the two were identical we should expect Aristotle to 
have said so. The difference might have been a matter of who the partici- 
pants are: testing might apply to beginning students (or with members of 
the lay public), whereas established members of a philosophical commu- 
nity answering in accordance with their own opinions might be part of 
philosophical inquiry. Answering for another could include impersonating 
a famous philosopher for the sake of exercise, or in order to examine that 
philosopher’s position (thus, Aristotle gives the example of defending an 
opinion according to what Heraclitus would say). Unfortunately, Aristotle 
does not explain for us the tantalizing expression ‘those who take over 
theses from each other’. 


159°30-3. The illustration is something of an extreme case: if you have 
undertaken to defend a Heraclitean opinion in the style of Heraclitus, then 
you will have to accept and reject premisses as Heraclitus would, even 
though this may commit you to some strange views (e.g. that contraries can 
be true of the same thing at the same time). ‘The opinions of others’: this 
is the most likely meaning of allotrias doxas given Aristotle’s usage, but it 
just might carry the suggestion ‘outlandish opinions’. 
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CHAPTER 6 


159°36-160°16. Another consideration for determining whether to con- 
cede a premiss: is it relevant to the argument (i.e. will it be of any use in 
getting the desired conclusion)? Two general principles underlie Aristo- 
tle’s rules: (i) let the questioner have any premiss that is irrelevant to the 
conclusion; (ii) when you do have to concede something that will be useful 
to the questioner, make it clear that you see what is coming (and if possible 
claim that the questioner is begging the question). Both points nicely flesh 
out the answerer’s task, as defined at VIII. 4, 159*20-2, of making it clear 
that any refutation deduced is a genuine consequence of the thesis and not 
simply the result of the answerer’s incompetence. 

The premiss advanced, then, may be either relevant or irrelevant, and in 
addition it may be acceptable, unacceptable, or neither. Aristotle’s six 
rules apply to the six cases we get by taking the product of these two 
distinctions: 


1. Concede anything acceptable but useless. 

z. Concede anything unacceptable but useless, but add a note that you 
do not believe it. 

3. Concede anything acceptable and useful, but say that it is ‘too close’ 
to the conclusion desired. 

4. If a premiss is unacceptable but useful, say that it would yield the 
conclusion but that it is simple-minded to propose it. 

5. Concede without comment anything useless but neither acceptable 
nor unacceptable. 

6. If a premiss is useful but neither acceptable nor unacceptable, say 
that if it were conceded the thesis would be refuted (i.e. the desired 
conclusion established). 


These rules are stated throughout in terms of absolute acceptability or 
unacceptability rather than relative acceptability when compared to the 
conclusion. However, the remarks in 16071 1-16 suggest that the question- 
er’s standard is really comparative: a good dialectical argument must not 
rest on premisses less acceptable than its conclusion. Therefore, we should 
probably take ‘acceptable’ throughout as ‘at least as acceptable as the 
conclusion’. So understood, Aristotle’s rules tell the answerer to let the 
questioner have anything useless, regardless of its degree of acceptability, 
and anything more acceptable than the conclusion. He never says explicitly 
that the answerer should reject premisses in any of these classes, but he 
does not appear to recommend acceptance in cases (4) and (6). Most 
likely, he means for the answerer to reject any premiss that is both less 
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acceptable than the conclusion and useful for reaching it. ‘Neither accept- 
able nor unacceptable’ presents a problem. Used absolutely, it would 
probably mean ‘at the mid-point between the acceptable and the unaccept- 
able’; comparatively speaking, it would then mean ‘exactly as acceptable 
as the conclusion’. I do not understand what Aristotle wants the answerer 
to do in case (6). He says the answerer should ‘add the comment’ 
(episémanteon) that granting the premiss gives away the conclusion, but he 
does not say clearly whether it is to be granted or rejected (or perhaps 
granted in some cases but not in others?). 


160*. ‘accepted’: for the rest of this section Aristotle substitutes dokoun 
(‘apparent’ or ‘seeming’) for ‘acceptable’. Translating this ‘it seems so’ 
quickly becomes awkward and even ambiguous; I have preferred ‘ac- 
cepted’, which preserves the connection with ‘acceptable’ (endoxon). 


160°11-14. ‘For in this way’: this passage portrays dialectical exchanges 
as serious investigations of the logical consequences of a position. An 
answerer who makes concessions according to Aristotle’s rules will have 
allowed the questioner any premiss that is at least as acceptable as the 
desired conclusion; thus, the questioner has the greatest possible leeway in 
finding premisses. Moreover, if we suppose that only premisses less accept- 
able than the conclusion are rejected by the answerer, then these are 
premisses the questioner should not really want to use anyway. With 
respect to what is actually conceded, then, the answerer’s job is simply to 
keep the questioner from trying to use inappropriate premisses. However, 
in accordance with VIII. 4, 159°20-2, answerers should also make it clear 
that they see how the argument is going: in other words, it is no misstep to 
concede something your opponent could really use, just so long as you 
make it clear at the time that you realize this. 


CHAPTER 7 


160°17-34. This section concerns two exceptions to the general require- 
ment that responses of answerers are limited to assent and dissent. First, 
the answerer need not give any response to an unclear question other than 
‘I don’t understand’ (presumably, the questioner is then obliged to offer a 
clarification). Second, when confronted with an ambiguous question, the 
answerer may offer distinctions of sense, assenting to some and dissenting 
from others. “This is also how’: as in VIII. 6, these are cases in which the 
answerer should not give merely a simple assent or dissent. The arsenal of 
the contentious reasoner included many tricks depending on unnoticed 
ambiguities or unclarities so designed that no matter which way one an- 
swers, one finds oneself presented with ‘something vexatious’; hence, per- 
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haps, Aristotle’s caution about letting anything ambiguous or unclear go 
by. 

Here again, answerers are expected to make it clear when they see 
where the argument is headed. Never being surprised is a large part of 
good performance as an answerer. 


160°33. ‘dispute is easy’: that is, the more ambiguous the term, the easier 
it is to make this sort of objection. As Aristotle has just noted, this is not as 
good a move on the answerer’s part as catching the ambiguity in advance. 


CHAPTER 8 


160°35—13. This section discusses giving objections—in the narrow sense 
of counter-examples to universal premisses supported by inductions— 
from the answerer’s viewpoint (for the questioner’s side see 157°*34-°33). 
To paraphrase: ‘You can tell that someone is trying to get a universal 
premiss through induction or similarity when he asks for a lot of similar 
premisses; let him have all the cases, so long as they are plausible, and 
worry instead about giving a counter-example.’ (On argument by likeness 
see 156°10-17.) 


160'4~-5. ‘cantankerousness’: a verb in Greek (duskolainein). Its parent 
word duskolos means ‘finicky’, ‘hard to please’, ‘quarrelsome’ (the root 
sense is ‘having a bad colon’: cf. English ‘dyspeptic’). Duskolos has slightly 
comic connotations and is often associated with bad tempered, unsociable 
old men who find fault with everything and agree with nothing—in a word, 
curmudgeons (the title character in Menander’s Duskolos is a good illus- 
tration). Evidently, the cognate verb duskolainein was a technical term in 
dialectic for a certain kind of misconduct on the part of the answerer. 
Aristotle explains it later (161721-°10) as hindering the common work of 
questioner and answerer in producing a good argument. The duskolos 
carps at questions, refusing to concede premisses for pettifogging reasons 
or for no reasons at all, and generally does not enter into the co-operative 
spirit of a dialectical exchange. 


160°5-6. ‘counter-attack’: since epicheirein denotes what the questioner 
does in attacking the answerer’s thesis, antepicheirein would denote the 
answerer doing what the questioner does but to the questioner’s own 
premiss. On the evidence of this passage, answerers must have been al- 
lowed to go on the attack and ask questions themselves, though Aristotle 
does not give us any further details. 


160°6-r0. Ina corrective aside, Aristotle suggests a third form of cantan- 
kerousness: refusing to grant an obvious premiss just because an exotic 
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argument exists against it. The case bears a certain resemblance to the 
error of ‘giving what is not the cause as the cause’ discussed in SE 5, 
167°21-36, and An. Pr. Il. 17, 65°13~-40. In this error, which is peculiar to 
arguments through impossibility, we deduce an impossible result from 
some premisses and then take this as a disproof of one of the premisses, 
even though the same result could be obtained without that premiss. For 
instance, take any set of premisses whatever and add the (obvious) 
premisses necessary to get one of Zeno’s arguments against motion; then, 
having deduced an impossibility, infer the denial of any one of the original 
premisses. 

What exactly is wrong with such an argument? The natural response is 
that the premiss rejected is not relevant to the contradiction deduced. But 
how do we determine when a premiss is or is not relevant to a conclusion? 
Aristotle attempts to answer this in An. Pr. II. 17, but he does not seem 
happy with his solution (see 6671-15). In hindsight, this is hardly surprising: 
the work of modern relevance logicians show it is more difficult to charac- 
terize relevance than at first appears. 


160°x0-13. This definition of cantankerousness says, in effect, that an- 
swerers are only allowed to impede the argument (by refusing premisses) 
under certain defined circumstances. It is not entirely clear what ‘the ways 
mentioned’ is to include: does this apply only to the rejection of universal 
premisses supported by inductions, or does it also include premisses pro- 
posed on their own? If the latter, then the relevant restraints are ‘:presum- 
ably those in VIII. 5-6. 


CHAPTER 9 


160°14-16. An obvious bit of advice: to be a good answerer, put yourself 
in the position of questioner and see what you would do. This may indicate 
that questioner and answerer were given time to plan their strategies 
before the beginning of a match, though Aristotle pretty clearly supposes 
that an ability to think quickly is necessary in dialectic. 


160°17-22. This passage has generally been misunderstood. In ordinary 
usage, the term adoxos (which, as the opposite of endoxos, I have been 
translating ‘unacceptable’) usually means ‘disgraceful’. If we take the first 
and last clauses together, the point is quite clear: be careful about defend- 
ing a disgraceful thesis, for people will think you really mean it and hate 
you. However, Aristotle has previously been using adoxos in a technical 
sense, as the opposite of endoxos. Therefore, he (or some later editor) has 
added an explanatory note. (Aristotle offers no caution about taking on an 
adoxos thesis in VIII. 5-6.) 
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CHAPTER 10 


160°23-39. ‘Arguments that deduce a falsehood’ are best understood, not 
as arguments through impossibility, but as paradoxical arguments, that is, 
arguments which seem to have true premisses and seem to deduce a false 
conclusion from those premisses through correct reasoning. Thus, they 
bind us in an intolerable position. To ‘loose’ or ‘solve’ such an argument is 
to find a way to escape from its absurd conclusion (we can also speak 
generally of ‘solving’ any argument which compels us to accept an un- 
wanted conclusion). Aristotle’s point here is that such a solution, if it is 
truly to dissolve the paradox, must rest on an understanding of the logical 
error that drives the argument. The example he considers is the following: 


He who is seated is writing. 
Socrates is seated. 
Therefore, Socrates is writing. 


Suppose now that Socrates is seated and not writing; nearby, Plato is the 
only one among a group of others who is seated, and he is writing. A 
sophistical reasoner, adverting to Plato, says ‘He who is seated is writing’; 
turning to Socrates, he utters the second premiss. The conclusion seems to 
follow because (as Aristotle notes) its first premiss may mean ‘Everyone 
seated is writing’, though as used it meant “The seated one over there is 
writing’ (this ambiguity works even more smoothly in Greek). The sophist 
has thus bound us to a false conclusion from premisses we believe to be 
true. To solve this paradox; we must realize that its first premiss is ambigu- 
ous in the way indicated. 

Now, Aristotle’s concern here is to show that another ‘solution’ is inad- 
equate. Suppose that Socrates happens to stand up. Someone might then 
say, in response to the argument, ‘But Socrates is not seated’ (perhaps he 
stood up while our sophist was looking away). Aristotle’s response is very 
much in the spirit of contemporary model theory: what counts is not the 
actual situation but whether there is an imaginable situation in which the 
fallacy would still work. We cannot always count on Socrates standing up; 
a true solution to the fallacy discovers ‘that because of which the falsehood 
comes about’. 

Although Aristotle’s subject here is fallacies in general, the notion of 
‘that because of which the falsehood comes about’ plays an important role 
in his understanding of arguments through impossibility (see VIII. 8, 
160°%6—-ro and Commentary). 


16029. ‘And yet the claim is false’: that is, ‘and yet—let us suppose— 
Socrates is not in fact seated’. Aristotle uses vivid language to describe the 
case he is imagining. 
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160°35-6. ‘as in the case of fake diagrams’: see the Commentary on 
101°5-17. Fake diagrams will typically include various incorrectly drawn 
lines. Aristotle probably has in mind objecting to a mistake in such a figure 
which happens not to be the one on which the trick rests. 


1611-12. To ‘hinder’ an argument is to impede the questioner from 
reaching the desired conclusion. Sometimes the questioner is able to work 
around the impediment, but sometimes not. The four cases Aristotle dis- 
tinguishes are best seen as criteria for third parties to use in evaluating 
arguments (thus they go with the section immediately following). 

In each case, Aristotle supposes the answerer has refused to grant some 
premiss (here we must take ‘objection’ in this broader sense rather than in 
the more specific sense of a counter-example to an induction). If this 
premiss is ‘that because of which the falsehood comes about’, i.e. the 
crucial premiss in the argument, then the answerer has ‘solved’ the argu- 
ment, and there is nothing the questioner can do: this is the first and best 
way to hinder an argument. In the second case, there is a way to counter 
the objection, but the questioner fails to see it and cannot go on. The 
answerer therefore succeeds in halting the argument, but only because of 
the questioner’s incompetence: this objection is thus ‘against the ques- 
tioner’. In the third case, the questioner does see how to respond. Aristotle 
says that this is an objection ‘against the questions asked’. This sort of 
objection, of course, does not really stop the argument from reaching its 
conclusion, although it may slow it down. However, Aristotle does imply 
that it was an error on the questioner’s part to leave the way open even for 
such an objection. Finally, an answerer may give some objection, knowing 
that it can be answered but that the answer will take more time than there 
is available. This ‘poorest’ of hindrances verges on cantankerousness on 
the part of the answerer. Since there is no way to tell the difference 
between objections ‘against the questioner’ and objections ‘against the 
questions asked’ until the argument is finished, these criteria would be 
most appropriate for finished arguments. 

The reference to the time allowed may indicate that some dialectical 
contests were timed (water-clocks were used in Athenian lawcourts). 


CHAPTER II 


161°16—"10. This section sheds important light on the nature of dialectical 
exchanges as co-operative enterprises. A ‘criticism’ (epitimésis) is an as- 
cription of fault to a completed argument; as above, Aristotle probably has 
in mind evaluations by judges or an audience (see below, 161°19~33: the 
verb epitimdn is commonly used of the assessment of legal penalties), 
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though the faults he discusses are not simply the violations of arbitrary 
rules of a game. The point of this section is that a good dialectical argument 
depends on both answerer and questioner. If the answerer is unco- 
operative and refuses to grant anything just so as to make trouble, then the 
questioner will be forced to use whatever arguments will work or even to 
resort to contentious tactics. When this happens, it is the answerer’s fault, 
not the questioner’s; a bad argument may be the best argument possible 
against a cantankerous adversary. 


161°21-4. First case: if the questioner is ready to reject anything the 
questioner says, you have no choice but to respond in kind and attack the 
person rather than the thesis. It is therefore the fault of such an answerer 
if the questioner resorts to sophistry. ‘The speaker’ (ton legonta) is the 
answerer. 


16125-9. Second case: gymnastic arguments will sometimes be directed 
against a true thesis, in which case the conclusion that the questioner must 
deduce is false. Since dialectical arguments must be valid, this can be done 
only if the questioner is allowed at least some false premisses. In a co- 
operative exchange, the answerer will recognize this and answer accord- 
ingly (e.g. using the kinds of consideration given in VII. 5-6); an answerer 
who, in such a case, refuses premisses simply on the grounds that they are 
false is being cantankerous. 


161°29-37. Third case: an argument which refutes a false conclusion from 
false premisses might actually be better than one which does so from true 
premisses. The circumstance is one in which the answerer is more confi- 
dent of certain false premisses from which a refutation is possible than of 
the relevant truths. Most likely, Aristotle has in mind a testing argument 
(since the previous case concerned exercise, ‘exercise and testing’ at 161725 
refers to two different types of arguments). Such arguments proceed from 
the opinions of the answerer, who might fit the above characterization. 


161°32-3. ‘more likely be convinced or benefited’ (mallon estai 
pepeismenos @ Ophelémenos): other translators take é@ as ‘than’ (‘more 
convinced than benefited’, ‘persuaded rather than helped’). So inter- 
preted, however, Aristotle would be suggesting that there is something 
mistaken about relying on the answerer’s opinions in this case, which if 
anything seems to be the opposite of his view: if we suppose that the 
argument is a testing argument, then it cannot possibly work unless the 
opinions are genuinely the answerer’s. Aristotle may mean to distinguish 
two cases: one in which we wish to persuade someone of a given conclusion 
and rely on beliefs of his which happen to be false but will serve (thus, he 
is persuaded), and another in which the answerer is subjected to a Socratic 
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refutation and abandons a previously unrecognized bit of ignorance (thus, 
he is benefited). Alexander interprets the passage in this way, but he does 
not appear to have read ‘or benefited’. 


161°33-7. ‘change minds’ (metabibazein): at I. 2, 101°33, we are told that 
Aristotle’s dialectical method is useful for arguing with the public because 
in arguing from what others think, we will be able to ‘change their minds’ 
about unclear opinions. A contentious argument can trick me into an 
apparent refutation, but it will not make me abandon my opinions. Dialec- 
tical argument, however, can be genuinely persuasive and educative pre- 
cisely because it shows me that my opinions are in need of correction by 
deducing inconsistencies from them. A valuable passage to compare is EE 
I. 6: ‘It would be best if everyone should turn out to agree with what we are 
going to say; if not, that they should all agree in a way, and that they will 
agree after a change of mind (metabibazomenoi)’ (1216°28-30). See also 
Plato, Phaedrus 262a-c. 

The comparison with geometry is more difficult to explain. I suggest the 
following: Aristotle often says that arguing ‘in accordance with an art’ is 
arguing from the premisses appropriate to that art. In the case of a science 
such as geometry, this means deducing from the first principles of that 
science. Now Aristotle has explained previously that ‘dialectical’ means 
‘from accepted premisses’, which in the present case means ‘from 
premisses believed by the answerer’. The comparison is strained but intel- 
ligible. 


161°37-9. The ‘common work’ is seeing to it that a good argument comes 
about. This is more evidently the goal in VIII. 5 than elsewhere (compare 
the definitions of the functions of questioner and answerer in VIII. 4, VIII. 


5). 


163°3-5. We have met with the answerer who ‘will not grant what is 
evident’ several times before. A cantankerous answerer might also refuse 
to understand any questions in the way the questioner obviously intends 
them. 


161°11-18. This passage makes most sense if we take it—as other inter- 
preters do not—to be a continuation of the remarks about cantankerous 
answerers. With such people, Aristotle says, it is hard even to know when 
you have won an argument. The questioner’s aim is to force the answerer 
to admit something absurd or inconsistent with his earlier admissions. But 
‘these people’ (hoi anthropoi—the phrase is slightly contemptuous) are the 
belligerent sort who often contradict themselves or change their minds 
even in the course of their own arguments (kath’ hautous legontes, ‘making 
statements on their own’). Therefore, it is hardly surprising that they will 


140 


COMMENTARY 161°r1-18 


change their position when answering and deny, not just what they for- 
merly assented to, but even that they formerly assented to it (especially 
when a questioner has just derived a contradiction from it). No questioner 
can force an answerer to concede that he has been refuted unless the 
answerer has at least the minimum goodwill to confess that he did agree 
to what he did agree to and that an obvious contradiction is indeed a 
contradiction. 

I take the ‘original conclusion’ (to en archéi) to be the conclusion at 
which the questioner aims, which is the contradictory of the answerer’s 
thesis. ‘Contraries’ are inconsistent statements. In VIII. 13 Aristotle dis- 
cusses the related subject of ‘asking for’ such things, which is a fault that 
may be committed by the questioner. 


161°r7-18. ‘It is evident’: this sentence marks the close of the entire 
section which began at 161°16, not simply the brief section beginning at 
1O1°IT. 


161'19-33. These criticisms of an argument ‘in itself? concern only the 
premisses and conclusion, not the manner in which they are asked or the 
responses of the answerer. They give levels of argumentative vice, begin- 
ning with an argument that has every possible fault and proceeding 
through types with progressively fewer. A list of the faults themselves will 
help clarify Aristotle’s remarks. Six vices appear, corresponding to the 
following virtues of a good argument: 


1. There must be a deduction, ic. the premisses must imply some 
conclusion. 

. The premisses must imply the intended conclusion. 

No premiss must be left out. 

There must be no superfluous premiss. 

. The premisses must be more acceptable than the conclusion. 

. The premisses must not be more difficult to establish than the 
conclusion. 


ANH wWYN 


The first four of these are needed if the argument is to be a good deduction 
of the conclusion; we might characterize them as logical. The last two, 
which correspond to the requirement that a demonstration be from 
premisses ‘more intelligible’ than the conclusion, are epistemic. Note also 
that 2 implies 1, that 3 and 4 each imply 2, and that 3 and 4 are independ- 
ent. With these relationships in mind, we can distinguish the following 
levels of deficiency in an argument: 
I, No deduction at all (fails 1) 
II. A deduction, but of the wrong conclusion (fails 2 but not 1) 
Wa. A deduction of the right conclusion but with a premiss left out 
(fails 3 but not 1 or 2) 
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IIIb. A deduction of the right conclusion but with a superfluous premiss 
(fails 4 but not 1 or 2) 
IV. A good deduction with premisses less acceptable than the conclu- 
sion (fails 5 but not 1, 2, 3, or 4) 
V. A good deduction with premisses not less acceptable than the 
conclusion but harder to establish than it (fails only 6) 


This reconstruction (found in the commentator Herminus) gives us five 
levels by treating superfluous and missing premisses as subdivisions of the 
same vice. Alexander instead treats Ila and IIIb as separate and groups 
IV and V together. 

What precisely does it mean to say that ‘no conclusion at all’ follows 
from certain premisses? Nothing, from a modern viewpoint: logical truths 
follow from any premisses, and any premiss follows from itself. But Aris- 
totle’s own definition of ‘deduction’ implies that he is interested only in 
arguments in which something other than the premisses follows, and he 
shows no particular awareness of arguments in which logical truths are 
deduced from arbitrary premisses (if he ever did think about them, he 
might have regarded them as flawed, perhaps as using irrelevant 
premisses). 


161°21-2. ‘the premisses used’: Aristotle ranks failure to be a good 
deduction as a worse fault than failure to have more acceptable premisses 
than the conclusion. Presumably, he includes this requirement here be- 
cause the first level of criticism amounts to ‘has no virtues at all’. But then 
there is no mention of an argument with totally inconclusive premisses that 
are nevertheless more acceptable than the conclusion. 

It is mildly surprising that Aristotle says ‘false or unacceptable’ rather 
than ‘less acceptable than the conclusion’ (as he does for some of the lesser 
degrees of fault). As he has already observed, premisses can be unaccept- 
able but still more acceptable than the conclusion, or again acceptable but 
less acceptable than the conclusion. In view of the next section (161°34- 
162711), Aristotle may regard any argument with false or unacceptable 
premisses as bad, absolutely speaking, even though such an argument may 
be good ‘with respect to the problem’ if the conclusion proved is false or 
unacceptable. 


161°26-8. The notion of an argument which becomes conclusive only 
when certain premisses are supplied is more problematic than at first 
appears. Informally, we can readily enough imagine cases in which there is 
enough present in an argument to indicate how it is supposed to work, 
though some premiss has obviously been left out. However, such cases 
blend by degrees into cases in which most of the needed premisses are 
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missing (and any argument can be made conclusive by adding enough 
premisses). Aristotle’s attention may be on the more limited type of case in 
which the omitted premisses were omitted because they are obviously true. 
The phrase ‘inferior to the ones asked for and less acceptable than the 
conclusion’ is difficult. I suggest this: if the premiss omitted is less accept- 
able than the conclusion then the answerer ought not to grant it, whereas 
if it is more acceptable then the answerer should concede it. An argument 
with an omission of the latter sort could therefore be in itself a good 
argument, even though the questioner failed to ask all the right questions; 
by contrast, one of the former sort would not be a good argument in its 
own terms. (Cf. below, 162°4-8.) Thus, ‘inferior to the ones asked’ may 
simply amount to ‘less acceptable than the conclusion’. 


16128-30. This recalls the definition of ‘deduction’ in 10025-7, but the 
phrase ‘in virtue of their being so’ is the form actually found in the corre- 
sponding definition in An. Pr. I. 1, 2418-20 (the Topics version says 
‘through’ the premisses). Here Aristotle takes this strictly: if there are 
superfluous premisses, then the conclusion does not result in virtue of all 
the premisses being so, only in virtue of some of them being so. 


161°34-162°11. Just as an argument may merit a different evaluation on 
its own and with respect to how it is presented in questions, so its evalua- 
tion in itself may differ from its evaluation in view of the problem, i.e. the 
conclusion to be proved. A good dialectical argument is one that does the 
best job of getting the conclusion from the most acceptable premisses 
possible. 


16274-8. ‘Sometimes, an argument’: Aristotle says only that under cer- 
tain quite specific circumstances an inconclusive argument might be better 
than a conclusive one. This is still a substantial concession, since the five 
levels of censure for arguments just stated treat inconclusiveness as the 
worst of vices. The case he offers is very detailed indeed: the conclusive 
argument has ‘simple-minded’ or ‘silly’ premisses, though its conclusion is 
serious, whereas the inconclusive one would be conclusive if we added one 
or two true and perhaps obvious premisses. He probably means this only as 
one example, not as the defining case. “The argument does not lie in these 
additional premisses’ means ‘the entire argument does not consist of 
unstated premisses.’ 


162°8-11. ‘from the Analytics’: a very detailed study of the number of 
ways (with respect to syllogistic arguments) a deduction can have a true 
conclusion and one or more false premisses is found in An. Pr. II. 2-4, and 
some commentators see a reference to that here. But in fact, nothing more 
is required to establish that this is possible than the definition of ‘deduc- 
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tion’ itself. The reference could be to the bare statement that a deduction 
may have false premisses and a true conclusion in An. Post. I. 12, 78°6-13. 


162*12-15. ‘When the argument stated’: This probably concerns a view 
we find several times in the logical treatises (e.g. SE 11; An. Post. I. 7, 
75°38-20, I. 9, 7624-15) that every demonstration must be a demonstration 
proper to some definite science with its own definite genus, so that no 
demonstration from one field can be applied to the subject of another. The 
only exception Aristotle allows to the latter is applying a demonstration 
from one science to the subject-matter of one of its subordinate sciences, 
e.g. taking a demonstration from geometry and applying it to optics, or 
applying an arithmetical proof to harmonics. In such cases, the subject- 
matter of one science is in a specific relation to the other (superordinate to 
subordinate). Thus, no demonstration can be applied to a subject which 
has no relation whatever to its own subject genus. In ‘not related in any 
way to the conclusion’, the term ‘conclusion’ means ‘subject-matter’, a use 
found in the Posterior Analytics. 


162°15-18. These lines (which Alexander does not seem to have read) 
are almost certainly spurious. The definition of ‘philosopheme’ corre- 
sponds to nothing else in Aristotle’s works (in De Caelo, the word is used 
twice to mean ‘philosophical treatise’); ‘aporeme’ elsewhere means ‘puz- 
zle’ or ‘component of a diaporia’ (e.g. An. Post. I. 1, 71729, 31; Met. T 6, 
10116, M 2, 107771). Apart from that, these lines are quite irrelevant to 
what Aristotle is saying. They are probably a later editor’s marginal note— 
prompted by the term ‘sophism’ in the preceding line—which has crept 
into the text. 


162*19-23. The text here is extremely compressed and perhaps corrupt. 
Aristotle seems to be spelling out rules for the transmission of degree of 
likelihood or plausibility from premisses to conclusion. But the rules he 
gives suppose that the conclusion can inherit not only plausibility but also 
implausibility from the premisses: indeed, he appears to say that anyone 
who disbelieves the premisses of an argument will for that reason disbe- 
lieve the conclusion, This would be a serious error, and one he would be 
unlikely to make. He understands clearly that a valid deduction may have 
false premisses and a true conclusion—in fact, he just adverted to this 
above at 162°9-11. But to hold that disbelief in the premisses of a valid 
deduction is a reason for not believing its conclusion is to make virtually 
the same error. The constraint imposed on belief by deduction is a con- 
straint on rational belief: it is irrational to believe premisses which imply a 
conclusion but disbelieve that conclusion for the simple reason that such a 
set of beliefs is inconsistent. But there is no comparable irrationality in 
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disbelieving premisses which imply a conclusion and believing that conclu- 
sion. We might conjecture that Aristotle is really talking about the way 
people tend to reason, not the way they should, but nothing in the text 
hints that he is describing a species of error. 

The phrase ‘more than either’ raises another problem, since it implies 
that a deduction can somehow bring about a degree of conviction or 
evidence in its conclusion that surpasses that of any of its premisses. This 
is hardly the view we find in the Posterior Analytics (cf. I. 2-3), where 
Aristotle generally treats justification as always flowing downhill, so that 
the conclusion of an argument could never receive a higher epistemic 
status as a result of that argument than that of its best-established premiss. 
On the evidence of the present passage, Aristotle would instead be a kind 
of coherence theorist. It may be that we should adopt the reading ‘more 
than one’, found in a few manuscripts. 


162°24-34. This error is straightforward: giving a lengthy argument when 
a shorter one could have been constructed from a subset of the same 
premisses. Aristotle’s example takes this to an extreme. ‘Each thing itself’ 
(autohekaston) was an Academic term for a Platonic Idea (cf. EN I. 6, 
1096734~°2). The Idea of F itself is supposed to be F to the highest degree, 
and thus more F than each of the particular F things (ta tina). Now the 
proposition to be proved in his example is ‘one opinion is more so than 
another’-—more expansively, perhaps ‘one opinion is more properly so 
called than another.’ Both the long and the short arguments take Platonic 
metaphysics for granted. I reconstruct the prolix argument as follows (the 
starred premisses are not stated in Aristotle’s text): 


[Premiss] (1) For any F, the F itself is F to the highest degree. 

[Premiss] (2) There is a truly opinable itself. 

[From 1, 2] (3) Therefore, the truly opinable itself is more truly 
opinable than the other truly opinable things. 

[Premiss] (4) If x is called G in relation to y, x’ is called G in 
relation to y’, and y is more F than y’, then x is more 
G than x’. 

[Premiss] (5) There is a true opinion itself. 

[Premiss] (*6) True opinion is called true opinion with respect to 
the truly opinable. 

[Premiss] (*7) True opinion itself is called true opinion itself with 


respect to the truly opinable itself. 
[From 3,6,7] (8) Therefore, true opinion itself is more true opinion 
than the other true opinions. 


(4) spells out the stenographic ‘that which is so called in relation to the 
more so is more so’. (*6) and (*7) are not stated by Aristotle but easily 
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supplied; (5) and (8) are actually combined in one sentence: the future 
tense ‘will be’ indicates that the clause at the end is the conclusion. I 
take ‘truly opinable’ (aléthds doxaston) and ‘true opinion’ (doxa aléthés) 
as the correlative terms. Some translators instead take ‘truly’ and ‘true’ as 
adverbial (‘there truly exists an object of opinion in itself’), but this seems 
to me less natural. As Aristotle points out, the same result can be reached 
at once from (1) and (5), in the same way that (3) follows from (1) and 


(2). 


162*27-30. Aristotle presents the imagined questioner’s argument in in- 
direct discourse with infinitive phrases; direct quotation is more natural in 
English and closer to the vividness of the Greek. 


162°31-2. ‘But he asked’: Aristotle switches from stating the example to 
discussing it. 


162*32-4. ‘What is the fault?’ Earlier (161>19-33) Aristotle listed—with 
an air of comprehensiveness—five (or perhaps six) points on which an 
argument in itself may be criticized. Under which should the fault just 
discussed be classified? We might put it under ‘superfluous premisses’, but 
there is an important distinction. An argument with superfluous premisses 
would, in the typical case, have premisses that are not actually connected 
to the conclusion by any line of reasoning. In the example just considered, 
however, there are two distinct arguments, and the longer argument makes 
non-trivial use of the full set of premisses. Therefore, if we consider the 
chain of reasoning in the prolix argument, none of its premisses is super- 
fluous. The particular vice of prolix arguments cannot then be linked to 
the definition of ‘deduction’ (cf. 161528-30 and comments). Aristotle 
diagnoses—somewhat tentatively—a different fault. The longer argu- 
ment’s detour through an unnecessarily complex path of reasoning ob- 
scures the ‘cause’ as a result of which the conclusion follows. This could be 
interpreted as a kind of opposite to the virtue Aristotle sees in a ‘complete’ 
deduction, which makes evident that its conclusion follows from its 
premisses: the arguments he is criticizing here have complex structures 
that not only fail to make evident how their conclusions follow but also 
positively obscure it. 


CHAPTER 12 


162°35-"2. Aristotle offers three meanings for ‘obvious’ in application to 
arguments, though he makes no use of these elsewhere in the Topics. The 
first two senses suggest different contexts of application. Premisses of 
dialectical arguments are obtained by asking, and therefore an argument in 
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which nothing further need be asked is an argument in which all the 
premisses have been made explicit. There may, however, be an allusion to 
another point. In Rhet. III. 18, 1419*20-2, Aristotle discusses arguments 
(usually forensic) in which a questioner concludes with a final and accusing 
question rather than a direct statement. This leaves it open to the answerer 
to respond, not just with a ‘yes’ or ‘no’, but with a good retort: therefore, 
says Aristotle, stay away from this sort of thing unless you are very sure 
that your answerer has no way to reply. A connection between the two 
passages is further suggested by the use in both of the relatively uncom- 
mon verb eper6tan (‘ask further’). 

The second sense of ‘obvious’ comes instead from the context of demon- 
strative arguments and may be equivalent to ‘complete deduction’. The 
‘necessary’ premisses are those needed to obtain the conclusion in ques- 
tion; the phrase ‘concluded through conclusions’ may mean something like 
‘all the intermediate steps between the premisses and the conclusion are 
filled in.’ 

In contrasting these two senses as, respectively, ‘most popular’ and ‘most 
correctly so called’, Aristotle follows the pattern of Met. A, which often 
begins with more popular or ordinary senses of a term and proceeds later 
to the more ‘correct’ and philosophically interesting. 


162°2, Aristotle appends a third sense of ‘obvious’: if there are unstated 
premisses but these are obvious. 


1623-30. Aristotle, like modern logicians, generally resists applying the 
words ‘true’ and ‘false’ to arguments, but more popular usage (then as well 
as now) often speaks of false and true arguments, usually with an eye to the 
conclusion. There is a natural tendency to think that what is important is 
only the outcome, so that an argument with a false conclusion is false, one 
with a true conclusion true. In response, a logician could respond that the 
truth or falsehood of the conclusion alone tells us little about the logical 
character of an argument: both valid and invalid arguments may have 
either false or true conclusions. Instead, we must at the very least separate 
the question whether the conclusion follows from the premisses from the 
question whether the premisses are true. (Anyone who has taught elemen- 
tary logic knows that this is often a difficult lesson.) 

In this section, Aristotle considers a variety of senses in which the term 
‘false’ might be applied to arguments. Since these are not generally matters 
of some proposition being false, it might seem better to translate with 
another word (‘incorrect’ or ‘erroneous’). But the English word ‘false’ also 
has broader senses: false steps, false notes, false friends; and there is an 
important reason for keeping ‘false’ in the translation. Aristotle’s goal here 
is precisely to convince us that we should abandon the characterization of 
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arguments as true or false, since the questions we should ask in evaluating 
them are more complex (see 162°24~30 below). 


1623-5. ‘One way’: Roughly, ‘fallacious’, invalid but apparently valid. 
Such arguments are one of the two types he counts among ‘contentious’ 
or ‘sophistical’ arguments in I. 1, 100°23-5 (cf. SE 2, 165°7-8). The other 
variety mentioned in that earlier passage, arguments from merely appar- 
ently accepted premisses, perhaps falls under the third type of ‘false argu- 
ment’ below. 


162'5-7. The second sense is more distinctively Aristotelian: valid but 
with the wrong conclusion. This is particularly associated with arguments 
through impossibility because such an argument may be used to refute a 
premiss not relevant to deducing the absurd conclusion (see the Commen- 
tary on 160°6-10). 


162>7-11. The third sense is also peculiarly Aristotelian: an argument 
which tries to draw a conclusion about a given subject without using the 
premisses appropriate to that subject (this is the meaning of ‘in accordance 
with the appropriate study’). What Aristotle says elsewhere is that it is a 
mistake (and a form of sophistry) to try to demonstrate conclusions about 
one subject without using the appropriate premisses: this implies that 
Aristotle is talking about arguments in general, not only dialectical ones. 

‘or dialectical, when not dialectical’: it is quite surprising to find ‘geo- 
metrical’ and ‘dialectical’ arguments spoken of in parallel. Aristotle argues 
at some length in SE 11 (Excerpt C) that dialectic has no subject-matter, so 
that there cannot really be any premisses peculiar to dialectic: dialectic 
applies in a way to everything but cannot prove anything. But he also says 
that some sophistical arguments depend on premisses which seem to be 
acceptable but are not (I. 1, 100°26-10171), and he sometimes uses ‘dialec- 
tical’ of arguments or premisses to mean ‘accepted’ (see 161°33-7 and 
comments). 


162°11-15. This fourth sense amounts to the modern ‘valid but unsound’ 
(i.e. having at least one false premiss): it is only true of valid arguments that 
‘a falsehood is always concluded through false premisses’. 


162°16-24. Alexander takes this section to be about arguments which are 
false in the fourth sense and have false conclusions. It is clear enough that 
Aristotle is concerned here with such arguments, but the connection with 
the preceding passage is less clear. I speculate that in fact he wants to 
consider yet another sense of ‘false’ when applied to arguments—namely, 
‘having a false conclusion’. His point is that this is not a particularly useful 
criterion for evaluation: whether an argument is a good one or not really 
cannot be judged simply on the basis of whether its conclusion is true or 
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false, and thus arguments with false conclusions do not form a logically 
interesting category. (Note that he points out, for some of the four varie- 
ties of ‘false’ argument he has just defined, that they may have true as well 
as false conclusions.) 

Aristotle contrasts two cases. In one, premisses with a strong degree of 
plausibility are shown to entail a known falsehood: this then yields a proof 
through impossibility that some widely held view is false, and thus it is a 
praiseworthy argument. In the second case, we have an argument which 
might be described ‘as ‘true’ since its conclusion is true, but it has little 
merit because of its foolish premisses. His concluding remark then makes 
the general point: the truth-value of the conclusion alone does not really 
tell us much about whether the argument is a good one. 


162°16-17. ‘fault of the speaker’: this is not a return to the earlier busi- 
ness of distinguishing between the faults in the argument itself and the 
faults in the argument as presented (the term here is hamartéma, not 
epitimésis). Instead, Aristotle is saying that the only case in which a conclu- 
sive argument with a false conclusion counts as faulty is when the person 
presenting it does not realize this. 


162°18. ‘many true ones’: I take this to mean ‘true arguments’. Aristotle 
is considering (and ultimately rejecting as not useful) the characterization 
of any argument with a false conclusion as false. The corresponding sense 
of ‘true’ would be ‘having a true conclusion’. Aristotle’s point then is 
that an argument ‘false’ in this sense might be far more valuable than 
many ‘true’ ones (e.g. arguments with false and silly premisses but true 
conclusions). 


162°24-30. The three ‘points of examination’ differ from the argumenta- 
tive faults which underlie the five levels of criticism of 161>19-33 (see the 
Commentary on that section). Earlier, Aristotle did not include the truth 
or falsehood of the conclusion as a consideration at all. The arguments 
Aristotle characterizes here as ‘logical’ (logikos) seem to be at least a 
subdivision of dialectical arguments, since a dialectical argument might 
(but need not) have false but acceptable premisses (Alexander takes 
‘logical’ as equivalent to ‘dialectical’; on this term see 105°23 and Com- 
mentary.) It is more difficult to say what an argument from true but 
unacceptable premisses might be. Aristotle often says that the first princi- 
ples of demonstrative sciences appear implausible or even impossible to 
the uneducated, and thus demonstrations might fit this description. But 
why would Aristotle characterize such an argument as ‘poor’? Perhaps in 
the sense that it would be a poor tool of persuasion, or poor as a dialectical 
argument. 
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CHAPTER 13 


162°31-3. Aristotle now turns to two additional faults which can be 
charged to a questioner: asking for ‘the initial thing’ and asking for con- 
trary (i.e. inconsistent) premisses. Before he begins discussing them, how- 
ever, he makes a remark that raises serious questions. The issue is the 
following. ‘Asking for the initial thing’ is also discussed in An. Pr. II. 16; 
deductions from ‘opposite premisses’ are the subject of An. Pr. Il. 15, 
which also contains an explicit reference to the present section of the 
Topics at 64°36-7 (see below for more on this). When we compare those 
discussions with the present passage, there are a number of discrepancies. 
There are other places where the Topics and the Analytics give different 
treatments of the same subject. An. Pr. I. 30 and Top. I. 14 both discuss 
‘selecting premisses’, and the former contains a reconciling passage similar 
to our present one (4628-30). An. Post. II. 13 and Top. VII. 3 are both 
about establishing definitions (VII. 3 alludes briefly to another ‘more 
precise’ treatment elsewhere at 153°24-5). Finally, we should also note An. 
Pr. If. 17 and SE 5, 167'21-36 on ‘false cause’ in arguments through 
impossibility (the first of these refers to the second: 65°13-16). 

Now alternative discussions of the same point are common enough in 
Aristotle; what is unusual about these sections is the presence of explicit 
acknowledgements that the treatments are different. It is not at all certain 
just how we should understand the distinction between an account ‘accord- 
ing to truth’ and one ‘according to opinion’. The traditional position, 
represented by Alexander, is that since dialectical argument is only con- 
cerned with plausibility, its standards in general are only the standards of 
appearance. Therefore, in the present case, VIII. 13 is not about actually 
asking for ‘the initial thing’ or for contrary premisses, only about appearing 
to do so. But that is a solution that brings with it problems. 

One such problem is that it imputes a kind of validity-relativism to 
Aristotle: there may be different standards of argumentative correctness in 
different fields, and the differences between the Topics and the Analytics 
are just the natural outcome of these different standards. Such a view is, 
depending on one’s perspective, either philosophically au courant or philo- 
sophically disastrous; in either event, the question whether Aristotle held 
such a view is important. 

A quite different possibility is that the inconsistencies result, not from 
any theoretical distinction in Aristotle’s mind between dialectical and 
scientific argument, but from his philosophical development. On this view, 
the Topics and Sophistical Refutations stem from an earlier period in his 
thought than the Analytics, and therefore the earlier works contain posi- 
tions refined or corrected in the later. On this view, the reconciling re- 
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marks will be attempts—whether Aristotle’s own or a later editor’s—at 
papering over genuine inconsistencies. 

My inclination is to treat different cases differently. VIII. 13 does seem 
genuinely inconsistent with the Prior Analytics, and there are enough 
other indications of the greater logical sophistication of the latter work to 
conclude that our present section is just not as well worked out. But even 
here, the difference of context of the two treatises explains a great deal of 
the difference in interest. In other cases (most prominently An. Pr. I. 30 
and Top. I. 14), the differences may be completely explained by the differ- 
ence in subject-matter. 


162°34-163°13. Aristotle distinguishes five varieties of asking for the 
conclusion: 


(1) Doing it outright. 

(2) With a conclusion which is particular, asking for a universal gener- 
alization of which it is an instance. 

(3) With a universal conclusion, asking for a particular instance which 
falls under it. 

(4) With a conjunctive conclusion, asking for its conjuncts. 

(5) Asking for a premiss equivalent to the conclusion. 


The first and last of these are relatively unproblematic, and Aristotle’s 
remarks on the first case are straightforward enough. It is less certain just 
what case (4) is, but, judging by the example, Aristotle seems to have in 
mind establishing a conjunction by taking its conjuncts as premisses. (This 
does not imply a criticism of establishing a conjunction by establishing each 
of its premisses.) Cases (2) and (3) are more surprising: (2) seems counter 
to the counsels of 155°29-33 (which even uses the same example), and (3) 
would rule out all inductions. But it may be that Aristotle distinguishes 
between using either of these sorts of premisses directly in establishing the 
final conclusion of the argument and using them to get another premiss 
(either by induction or deduction). 

The parallel discussion of ‘asking for the initial thing in An. Pr. II. 16 
explicitly recognizes only cases (1) and (5). Alexander therefore explains 
(2), (3), and (4) as merely apparent, not true, cases. But this is reading a lot 
into Aristotle’s brief comments about (2) and (3). We should have to take 
‘apparent’ to mean something like ‘most people think this is a case of this 
error, but actually it is not’. If that is what Aristotle means, he has not said 
so very well. 


163°3. ‘claims’ (axidseie): throughout VIII. 13 Aristotle uses this as a 
variant for ‘ask’. Elsewhere, it often means ‘expect’: perhaps we should 
think of it as ‘expect to get (sc. a premiss)’. 
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163*14-24. ‘Same number of ways’: though Aristotle says that the varie- 
ties of asking for inconsistent or conflicting premisses are equal in number 
to the varieties of asking for the initial thing, six different cases of the latter 
may be distinguished in his text: 


(1) Asking for a premiss and for its denial. 

(2) Asking for a premiss and its contrary. 

(3) Asking for a universal and for the denial of one of its cases. 

(4) Asking for a particular proposition and the denial of a correspond- 
ing universal generalization. 

(5) Asking for the contrary of a consequence of the premisses. 

(6) Not asking for the contraries themselves but for two (sets of) 
premisses from which they follow. 


Aristotle explicitly numbers (1)-(3); therefore, if we take him at his word, 
one of (4)-(6) must be assimilated to another case. The anonymous com- 
mentator aligns (4) with the previous (4); Alexander, however, matches up 
(6) with the earlier (5). Evidently, Alexander treats (3)-(4) as one case, 
perhaps because of their proximity in exposition. But it is quite plausible to 
treat (6) as a subcase of (5), or even as an additional note beyond the five 
cases that appeals to the process of ‘standing off’. 


163°23. ‘two sets of premisses’: the text might, as Alexander thought, 
mean ‘two premisses such that from them...’, but Aristotle makes little 
use elsewhere of the Analytics’ claim that every deduction has exactly two 
premisses. It is awkward but possible to take ‘two’ to mean ‘two sets of 
premisses’ (in this case, we should probably also take ‘contradiction’ to 
mean ‘pair consisting of a proposition and its denial’, as it often does in 
Aristotle). 


163°24-9. ‘Getting contraries differs’: the error in asking for the conclu- 
sion as a premiss is, in effect, external to the argument, since it depends on 
what conclusion is being sought; by contrast, the error involved in asking 
for inconsistent premisses is internal to the argument. 


CHAPTER 14 


16329-16419. The closing chapter of the Topics turns to various tech- 
niques of practice with which we may prepare ourselves for dialectical 
exchanges. Since ‘exercise’ has been used earlier to designate a particular 
type of exchange, the phrase ‘exercise and practice’ probably serves to 
explain that it is such preparatory exercises Aristotle is talking about, not 
gymnastic arguments. In the course of discussing these exercises, Aristotle 
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gives us a great deal of information about the workings of his dialectical 
method and the nature and function of topoi, ‘locations’. 


163°29-36. ‘Converting’ as defined here is a process which transforms 
one argument into another: if 


P,,..., P,; therefore C 
is a valid argument, then 
P,,..., P_,, Not C, P,,,,..., P,3 therefore, not P; 


is a valid argument. This is a relatively abstract notion, and it is purely 
logical in character in the sense that it concerns only the relations of 
entailment among propositions, not their actual truth and falsehood. The 
contrast between the clarity of this section and the obscurity of many of 
Aristotle’s remarks about arguments through impossibility probably re- 
sults from the fact that the latter usually concern proof and thus must take 
account of the epistemic status of individual propositions. However, the 
process defined here is exactly the procedure Aristotle uses in An. Pr. I to 
show that certain deductive forms are valid. 


163°31-2. ‘in learning a few arguments we will learn many’: that is, each 
argument we learn can be transformed into many through this process. 
‘Learn’: exepistasthai means both ‘learn by heart’ and ‘repeat from 
memory’. 


163°36-16._ A more general form of solitary exercise: take some thesis 
and try to find a ‘line of attack’ to show that it is so and another to show 
that it is not so (a thesis is a probléma, and thus it is intrinsically two-sided). 
Then take on the answerer’s viewpoint and try to find a ‘solution’ (i.e. an 
objection: cf. 160°23~-9 and Commentary) for each. We have encountered 
examples of this before, e.g. answerers should prepare themselves by 
thinking through what a questioner might ask (160°14-16). Note that, like 
I. 2, this passage suggests an importance for dialectical skill far beyond its 
use in argumentative exchanges. In fact, the process of thinking through 
the arguments for and against a thesis, then trying to find answers to these, 
recalls the procedure of ‘working though the puzzles’ with which Aristotle 
typically begins his scientific treatises. 


163°8-9. ‘(one’s opponent) must be on guard’: though most interpreters 
take this phrase to mean something like ‘you will be able to defend your- 
self against arguments from contrary directions’, it is almost identical to SE 
15, 174725-6, where Aristotle is clearly talking about ways to refute some- 
one else. The point is roughly: ‘if you are ready with arguments for and 
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against, your opponent will have to work twice as hard since attack can 
come from either side’. 


163°9-16. I take this section to rest on a comparison between scientific 
knowledge and moral virtue. Aristotle holds that moral and scientific 
educations are similar in that each requires a reordering of sensibilities 
(see Kosman 1973, Burnyeat 1980). To become virtuous is not simply to 
know the right thing to do, nor even to act in accordance with that knowl- 
edge: one must also have one’s dispositions to feel pleasure and pain so 
ordered that right action is pleasant and wrong action painful. Those who 
act in accordance with the right reason but against their inclinations are 
‘continent’ (enkrateis), not virtuous. Virtue and vice can be compared to 
health and illness. The healthy are disposed to enjoy food and drink which 
are actually wholesome, whereas those who are ill have perverted sensibil- 
ities. As a result, though different things may appear pleasant to those in 
different conditions, only that which appears pleasant to the healthy is 
pleasant by nature. Likewise, only that which the virtuous enjoy is natu- 
rally enjoyable. Extending the comparison to theoretical knowledge (as 
suggested by Met. Z, 1029°3-12), those who achieve theoretical wisdom 
must acquire the proper epistemic sensibilities and come to see that which 
is in reality—by nature—a first principle as prior to and more convincing 
than the consequences which follow from it. 

Now, in the case of moral virtue, these two components—the intellectual 
understanding of what is right and the emotional inclination to do it—are 
to some extent separable. Some people grow up with the right inclinations 
but without any real understanding why they are right: they have a kind of 
inferior moral virtue which Aristotle calls ‘natural virtue’ (phusiké areté) 
in EN VI. 13. I take the last sentence of the present section to be a 
reference to these naturally virtuous people: they have the right basic 
dispositions to hate and love, and therefore they choose rightly in most 
cases (though not always when real deliberation is required). The term I 
have translated ‘naturally gifted’ (euphués) means, by its etymology, ‘well- 
grown’: its senses include ‘of good natural disposition’, ‘naturally suited’ 
(to something), or ‘naturally clever’. It could be applied to the naturally 
virtuous, and it could also apply to those with a natural talent or genius for 
understanding things. 

The argument of the passage, then, is this. Aristotle wishes to show that 
the technique of becoming familiar with the arguments for and against any 
thesis is an important instrument for theoretical inquiry. Now the purpose 
of theoretical inquiry is to discover the truth; and this requires choosing the 
right alternative with respect to any problem. A natural talent for doing 
this will be a natural disposition to choose the true and flee from the false, 
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analogous to the natural dispositions to hate and love possessed by those 
with natural virtue. Such a natural disposition would be a kind of epistemic 
health: a person so disposed would be inclined to regard that which is true 
and primary by nature as most convincing. 

Aristotle is then saying: ‘Studying both sides of a question is valuable in 
the search for truth because, once we have before us all the arguments, we 
are in the best position to apply whatever natural ability we have to 
recognize the first principles.’ 


163°15-16. In some sources, this sentence reads: ‘This is just what the 
naturally good are able to do well, for those who love and hate in the right 
way whatever is presented to them judge what is best.’ 


163°17-33. This is one of the few passages in the Topics to give us 
information about how Aristotle conceives of the topoi—‘locations’— 
which give the treatise its name. I take Aristotle’s main subject to be 
memorization: just what the dialectician should commit to memory and 
how it should be recalled (there are references to ancient mnemonic 
techniques: see the Commentary on 163°28-9). Aristotle tells us in SE 34 
(Excerpt D) that his predecessors in teaching dialectic simply offered 
various arguments to be memorized—presumably, fully specific arguments 
for or against specific conclusions. But this, he says, is not teaching an art 
at all, any more than providing a collection of various sizes of shoes would 
be teaching the art of podiatry. A true dialectical art must instead teach 
how to construct arguments concerning any problem that may present 
itself (see the first sentence of the Topics). 

Of course, an art for constructing arguments must construct them out of 
some materials, and the dialectician must have available in memory a stock 
of those materials. The present passage gives us a picture of just what 
practitioners of Aristotle’s art are to memorize and how they are to recall 
it when and as needed. In general content, it resembles the picture of 
dialectic’s sister art, rhetoric, in Rher. I-II. There, Aristotle says that there 
are two sorts of inferences: those concerned with a particular subject- 
matter (‘specific’) and those applicable to any subject-matter (‘common’). 
This is best construed as a distinction of two sorts of premiss. The ‘com- 
mon’ premisses on which dialectical locations rest (see the Introduction) 
have no particular connection with any subject-matter. Rhetorical argu- 
ments, however, always try to persuade an audience to adopt an opinion 
about some specific subject, and therefore they must employ premisses 
concerning that subject. 

In Rhet. I. 3-14 Aristotle gives us listings of such ‘specific’ premisses. He 
identifies three broadest species (eidé) of rhetorical argument—delibera- 
tive, forensic, epideictic—and then considers the premisses proper to each, 
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in considerable detail. These discussions include both definitions (some- 
times multiple) of important terms and listings of generally accepted opin- 
ions. Aristotle notes more than once that these treatments encroach on the 
territory of scientific accounts: in fact, they are not really within the com- 
petence of the rhetorician as rhetorician, and to the extent that one makes 
any of them genuinely accurate it ceases to be part of the rhetorical art and 
becomes a specialized science. An example will help. Rhet. I. 5 tells us that 
since deliberation is ultimately directed at the attainment of happiness, 
anyone engaging in deliberative oratory must have available premisses and 
definitions concerning happiness and its constituents. Aristotle then enu- 
merates a collection of such definitions, without any supporting argument. 
Obviously, this is not intended as a philosophical theory of happiness: we 
can see that by comparing EN J, in which Aristotle elaborates and defends 
his own definition. But neither would it be correct to call it a rhetorical 
account of happiness, for it is not the business of rhetoric (or dialectic) to 
give a theory of anything. It is simply a collection of propositions about 
happiness each of which might be useful in constructing rhetorical argu- 
ments and each of which might be acceptable to some type of audience. 

The situation is different with the common premisses, which Aristotle 
says are a proper subject for study by the dialectician and the rhetorician. 
The account of these in Rhet. II. 23 recapitulates (often in condensed form) 
many argumentative strategies found in Top. II-VI. Aristotle thinks of 
each as revolving around some central premiss, which may be embedded 
into an argument in a number of ways. This premiss is common in the sense 
that it may figure in arguments about any subject-matter. 

To understand the relationships of these two types of premiss to actual 
arguments, we should bear in mind that the collections of specific 
premisses Aristotle gives are also of general utility within their specific 
subject areas. Deliberative arguments aimed at many different conclusions 
may make use of the same definition of happiness, for instance. An actual 
argument may make use of common premisses, specific premisses, and 
premisses expressing truths limited to a particular situation (‘particular’ 
premisses). 

One final point must be noted. Aristotle is aware that an argument 
usually consists of more than simply premisses and a conclusion: it must 
have some articulate structure showing how the conclusion follows from 
the premisses. Except in very obvious cases, this will require additional 
steps of reasoning. Consequently, the dialectical art requires more than 
simply having an inventory of common and specific premisses available: 
one must also know how to construct arguments resting on them. A mod- 
ern logician might suggest here that Aristotle needs to include some ac- 
count of rules of inference stipulating that various types of conclusion 
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follow from various combinations of types of premiss. Aristotle does not 
mention rules of inference as a separate component in arguments, but his 
discussions of common premisses include indications of how those 
premisses are to be used as starting-points for arguments. In effect, he 
treats knowledge of a common premiss as including knowledge of the 
consequences which follow from it in conjunction with other premisses. 
Each common premiss itself thus amounts to an index location—hence the 
term topos—under which are filed not simply the premiss but also a set of 
recipes for its use. Many different arguments will then fall under this 
heading. Dialectical skill, for Aristotle, requires memorizing the recipes, 
not actual arguments, and being able to recall and use them when they are 
appropriate. 

This is the crucial difference Aristotle sees between his method and the 
teaching of his predecessors: what is to be committed to memory is not a 
set of arguments but a set of materials from which arguments can be 
constructed. As a practical matter, such a method will obviously be more 
flexible and efficient than trying to learn a separate argument for each 
possible occasion—the latter, indeed, would be an impossible task if we 
suppose that there is no limit on the number of problems that might be 
attacked or defended. (And of course any such ‘method’ would be totally 
dependent on the ingenuity of a teacher in coming up with those 
arguments—and obviously it could not have been the teacher’s method for 
finding them.) From a philosophical viewpoint, the most important fact 
about Aristotle’s method is that it contains, at least in germ, the notion of 
logical form. 

I think we can find this picture in 163°17-33. It is perhaps clearest if we 
begin with the comparisons he offers in 23-8 between his method and two 
other procedures: learning the ‘elements’ in geometry and learning the 
multiplication table. The elements of geometry are basic propositions 
which can be used in the proofs of many others; committing them and their 
proofs to memory is a great aid to the construction of other proofs. Like- 
wise, memorizing outright the products of all pairs of one-digit numbers 
greatly facilitates figuring out the products of larger ones. What is signifi- 
cant about these cases is the interrelation between what is memorized and 
processes of calculation or deduction. 

Now consider two different ways of learning to multiply. Imagine first 
someone who commits to memory only the basic definition of multiplica- 
tion and computes every product from scratch. Such a calculator could, of 
course, reckon up the product of any two numbers, but each calculation 
takes considerable time. At another extreme, imagine a reckoner who 
simply memorizes a vast number of products. This calculator responds 
instantly with those products he knows but is helpless when faced with any 
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new pair of factors. A practical compromise is the sort of method we use 
ourselves. We memorize a table of some hundred products (all those for 
two one-digit factors) and then make this memorized table part of a 
generalized method for discovering any product. This gives us a much 
greater—in principle, infinitely greater—return on our effort of memoriza- 
tion, since each product that we memorize is now useful not only on its own 
but also as an element in indefinitely many other calculations. (This point 
is familiar to computer programmers. Values for a function may be calcu- 
lated by using an algorithm and computing each value afresh when needed, 
or they may be entered in a table and simply looked up. The former 
procedure usually takes up less computer memory but may be slower; 
table look-up is usually faster but requires more memory space and can 
deal only with a fixed set of values. Practical programs usually combine 
both approaches to find an appropriate compromise between speed of 
execution and memory use.) 

A similar point holds about the elements of geometry. One way to learn 
geometry (or any other axiomatic system) is to memorize only the minimal 
components of the system, i.e. its axioms and rules of inference, and to 
construct a proof for each proposition afresh. As anyone familiar with 
axiomatic systems will realize, this is a very slow way to proceed. At 
another extreme, we can imagine a student who learns geometry simply by 
memorizing separate proofs for various geometrical theorems, without 
ever learning how to construct a new proof. In between is the procedure 
typical of actual mathematical systems in which proofs of basic theorems 
are memorized and used as components of larger proofs. (See also the 
Commentary above on 158°31—15972.) 

In 163°17-33 Aristotle recommends just such an intermediate procedure 
having three components: (1) memorize arguments about certain prob- 
lems of particular importance; (2) memorize various definitions, accepted 
propositions, and common premisses, all of which can serve as starting- 
points for deductions; (3) master the common premisses that arguments 
most frequently fall under and have their use in constructing arguments at 
your fingertips. 

Though I think this is the overall sense of the passage, a number of 
problems arise concerning the details; the text itself is also uncertain. I 
address these issues in the following comments. 


163°17-20. ‘those problems which arise most often to deal with’: one 
natrow interpretation of these lines is ‘memorize verbatim arguments to 
handle the most frequent subjects of debate’, but in that case there would 
be relatively little distance between Aristotle’s method and the earlier 
style of teaching he condemns in SE 34. Instead, we should look ahead to 
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the remarks about the ‘elements’ in 163°23-4: the problems in question are 
propositions which play a role in many different deductions. ‘First theses’: 
I take these to be ‘starting-points’, i.e. premisses with which arguments 
about many different subjects may begin. It would make sense to memo- 
rize arguments for these since they would be useful in many contexts; 
moreover, if the arguments themselves are sufficiently well known, an- 
swerers who try to avoid conceding these premisses would likely ‘give up 
in despair’ and grant the premiss as soon as they saw a familiar argument 
being deployed. 

An alternative interpretation would link this section to the earlier re- 
mark in VHI. 3 concerning ‘naturally first’ propositions (158°31-4). Aris- 
totle would then be recommending that questioners commit arguments 
about these to memory because they are hard to discover. But it is an- 
swerers who he says ‘give up in despair’, and answerers do not present 
arguments. 


163°20-2. ‘Next, you should be ready’: I take this sentence to be about 
three things: definitions, acceptable premisses, and ‘first things’. The ‘first 
things’ are then the common premisses which serve as starting-points: ‘a 
dialectician must have ready to hand definitions, acceptable premisses, and 
common premisses to use as starting-points, since these are what argu- 
ments are made from’. 

Other translators suppose the entire passage is about definitions: the 
second clause then could be rendered either ‘and have the definitions of 
acceptable and first things at your fingertips’ or ‘have acceptable defini- 
tions and first definitions at your fingertips’. But this implies a distinction 
between being ‘ready with’ (euporein) definitions generally and ‘having at 
one’s fingertips’ (echein procheirous) certain definitions in particular, a 
distinction which seems out of place. Moreover, Aristotle would then be 
saying that deductions are made from definitions, a view not supported by 
the Topics. 


163°22-33. What we are to ‘master’ and have ‘at our fingertips’ is the 
common premisses, which function as ‘locations’ or headings under which 
many different arguments fall. This mastery consists not simply in remem- 
bering them but in being able to recall them when needed and to use them 
in constructing arguments; since many arguments ‘fall under’ them, they 
will be of constant use to us. Compare VII. 4, 154912-15: ‘The handiest 
locations are those just stated and those from co-ordinates and cases. This 
is why you should master these above all and have them at your fingertips, 
for they are the most useful for the greatest number of cases.’ 

Note that topoi, in the system as I interpret it, can be regarded as 
locations for attacks in two senses: locations in a filing-system under which 


159 


163°22-33 TOPICS 


they are stored, and locations (points) at which an opponent’s position 
may prove vulnerable to attack. 


163°28-9. ‘in the art of remembering’ (en 16i mnémonikdi): the phrase 
might also be translated ‘in someone with a trained memory’ (Forster), 
which comes to much the same thing. Aristotle almost certainly has in 
mind some kind of mnemonic system based on ‘locations’ of the type 
widely used in the ancient world. Though we have no direct evidence from 
Aristotle’s time about the details, an account of such a system is preserved 
in the Rhetorica ad Herennium formerly attributed to Cicero. (For a thor- 
ough discussion see Sorabji 1972, esp. ch. 2, and Solmsen 1929, 170-9.) This 
system first required the user to commit permanently to memory a series of 
detailed and vivid images of a sequence of actual locations—typically, the 
buildings along a city street—and to associate each firmly with its number 
in the series. Users were to become so practised with these imaginary 
locations that they could quickly run through them in order, call to mind 
any particular member (e.g. the tenth or the fiftieth location), or even run 
through them backwards. Once the system was established, the user then 
could memorize a series of items for recall by superimposing an image of 
each item at its corresponding location. Then, all that would be required to 
recall the seventh item in the list would be to think of the seventh location 
and then recall the associated image. In effect, the user of such a system 
remembers things by mentally locating them at various addresses, then 
recalls them by inspecting the contents of those addresses. This system was 
in wide practical use, and according to ancient testimony its most accom- 
plished practitioners were capable of astounding feats. 

References in Aristotle show clearly that mnemonic systems involving 
places were in use in his time (cf. the examples in De An. 427°19, De Mem. 
et Rem. 452°12-16, De Insom. 458>20-4). Though we cannot determine 
how closely these resembled the later system, what is important for present 
purposes is the general strategy of memorizing and recalling information in 
an orderly fashion by associating items with ‘locations’ fixed in order. 
Aristotle’s methodical dialectician will also need to memorize a large 
number of common premisses, along with instructions for their use, and an 
inventory of acceptable propositions for use as premisses. However, it will 
not be sufficient merely to be able to recall all this material in fixed order: 
there will also have to be some device for locating material that will be 
useful to the problem at hand. 

I think there is evidence in the locations presented in Books II-VI that 
Aristotle’s method employed a variant of the place-memory system de- 
signed to achieve these goals. He often follows a fixed order in stating 
topoi, beginning with those that concern opposites, then those involving 
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‘cases and co-ordinates’, then ‘more and less and likewise’. Most topoi 
begin with ‘next’ or some other indication of sequence. A dialectician who 
had committed the topoi to memory in a fixed order could use that order 
as the basis of a methodical search; the search continues until some loca- 
tion is found under which the desired conclusion falls, at which point an 
argument can be constructed. Alternatively, a dialectician might simply 
identify an appropriate topos at once from the nature of the conclusion 
(roughly as a user of the place-memory system could go at once to a given 
position in the series). That is, the terms used for classification of argu- 
ments and premisses could serve as indices pointing into the memorized 
structure, just as numbers do for the place-memory system. This could 
work both with logical terms classifying argument forms (‘contrary’, ‘nega- 
tion’, etc.) and with content terms classifying acceptable premisses (‘good,’ 
justice’, etc.). All these devices could form part of Aristotle’s system. 


163°31-2. ‘looking to these defined premisses in order of enumeration’: 
the common premisses are ‘defined’ or ‘limited’ because they are relatively 
few in number. Compare the remarks in SE 34, 183°36-18472, about the 
earlier teachers of argument: they taught their students to memorize argu- 
ments which they thought most situations would come under. The superi- 
ority of Aristotle’s method is its efficient use of the effort of memorization. 
Rather than having to commit to memory an enormous list of particular 
arguments and then review the whole list on every occasion to find (if 
possible) an appropriate one, Aristotle’s dialectician memorizes a limited 
list under which many more arguments can be classified and which can be 
searched much more quickly. 

Aristotle often uses enumerations in the presentation of his own views, 
making a point of specifying the number of cases before presenting them 
(cf. Rhet. III. 9, 1409°4~8 on enumeration as an aid to memory). Examples 
in the Topics include I. 4, 1or°11-25; I. 9, 10320-3; I. 13; II. 7; VIII. 1, 
155°20-8. 


163°32-3. ‘is a matter of manageable difficulty’ (metrids chalepon): 
metriés means ‘in a measured way’; in Aristotle, it is usually contrasted 
with what is uncontrolled or excessive. There is an implied comparison: 
coming up with a starting-point for an argument is not unmanageably 
difficult, whereas memorizing a separate argument for every possible situ- 
ation would be. 


163°34-164°2. This section makes most sense if we attach it closely to 
what precedes. ‘Standing off’ is a technique of concealing the conclusion 
one wants by starting with highly general premisses far removed from it 
(cf. VIII. 1, 15529-15622). Those who are most successful at this tech- 
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nique will use premisses so general that it is as obscure as possible what 
consequences they are aiming at. But if they are to succeed in drawing 
their intended conclusions, they will have to be skilled in making the 
right inferences from these general premisses, breaking them up into 
their subordinate cases in the right way (cf. I. 14, 105°31~7). Here 
Aristotle compares this to the skill dialecticians must have in using 
the generalized arguments they are to commit to memory: these will be 
of no use to us unless we also know how to ‘make them into many’ by 
taking the subordinate cases we need. These arguments are ‘powerful’ 
(dunatoi) in the sense that they contain many others in themselves 
implicitly. 


164°3-11. As Alexander says, this is complementary advice for the an- 
swerer (for an analogous case see An. Pr. II. 19). Aristotle has just been 
recommending the use of the most general premisses and arguments pos- 
sible. This is advice for the questioner, who seeks to deduce; the answerer, 
who seeks to block a deduction, should therefore watch out for attempts to 
introduce more and more universal premisses. (If we suppose instead that 
the entire passage concerns how to advance arguments, then it is hard to 
see it as consistent.) 

The ‘memorized accounts’ must be the various materials to be commit- 
ted to memory which Aristotle has been discussing since 163°17. Transla- 
tors generally suppose these are written records or summaries of actual 
arguments, but written summaries would be useful in dialectical practice 
only if also committed to memory. 

‘common things’: some interpreters see a reference to the admonition of 
An. Pr. II. 19, 66°25-32, that since every syllogistic deduction must contain 
a middle term which occurs in more than one premiss, we can prevent 
people from producing deductions if we never allow them two premisses 
with a term in common. Such an allusion to technical details of the syllogis- 
tic would be out of character with the Topics (but there may be another 
immediately following: see below). A sense more in character with the 
method of the treatise would be ‘watch out for common terms’ (that is, 
completely general such as ‘contrary’). 

‘it is not possible to deduce anything without universals’: most likely, 
‘every argument must contain universal premisses’. In An. Pr. I Aristotle 
gives a rigorous demonstration that every syllogistic argument must con- 
tain at least one universal premiss. But here again Aristotle may only have 
in mind a relatively imprecise claim, in this case that all deductions contain 
universal premisses. From the viewpoint of modern logic, even this is false: 
apart from the fact that we can always infer ‘Something is F’ from ‘a is F’, 
there are examples like the following: 
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Socrates was executed. 
Socrates was the teacher of Plato. 
Therefore the teacher of Plato was executed. 


164°12-13. Aristotle generally regards inductive arguments as more con- 
vincing and intelligible to the uninitiated than deductions; hence beginners 
should start with what is easy. The distinction between those skilled at 
induction and those skilled at deduction parallels the distinction in the 
Rhetoric between orators who are good at giving examples and orators 
who are good at reasoning (1356°21-3). 


164°2-7. The questioner’s skill consists in knowing just how to put for- 
ward premisses, while the answerer’s consists in knowing just how and 
when to object; dialectical skill as a whole is the combination of the two. 
The aphoristic characterization of this as being able to make one thing 
many and many one is almost certainly intended to recall Plato’s charac- 
terization of the dialectician (in his sense of the term) as making many one 
and one many (e.g. Sophist 253d-e). When Aristotle mentions Platonic 
dialectic elsewhere it is usually to deprecate it (see An. Pr. I. 31); the 
relatively forced nature of the present remarks may carry a touch of the 
same attitude, but he may also be trying to show that his method really 
meets Plato’s expectations for dialectic. 


164°8—15. ‘You should not argue’: Aristotle noted in I. 2 that his dialec- 
tical method was useful, among other things, for arguments with the pub- 
lic. This present advice is probably intended as a caution against using 
all one’s dialectical skill against naive opponents, especially conten- 
tious ones (the reasons why are quite familiar to any modern academic 
philosopher). 

‘This is why’: this brief comment gives important insight into the nature 
and purpose of dialectical exercises. Aristotle presents dialectical ex- 
changes as co-operative enterprises in which questioner and answerer both 
contribute to the common goal of producing a good argument. But argu- 
ments are also by their very nature contests, with winners and losers, and 
the desire to win can easily tempt participants to use devices more appro- 
priate to the sophist (Aristotle must be speaking from experience here). 
The problem with engaging in this kind of argument is that it encourages 
bad habits of argumentation. And if trained dialecticians arguing with one 
another sometimes find sophistries too tempting to resist things are bound 
to be much worse when a dialectician takes on someone untrained: it will 
be all too easy, and too tempting, to hoodwink such a vulnerable opponent 
with shoddy argumentative tricks. In brief: don’t practise your skill on 
untrained opponents, because it will just give you bad habits. 
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164°16-19. This section repeats part of what was said in 163°17-1642, 
though the language is obscure and difficult to construe. Since it comes at 
the end of the work, it may be an isolated fragment of text placed here by 
a later editor. 

Though the grammar is convoluted, the meaning is reasonably clear: 
‘For the sake of economy, you should try to work out in advance and 
memorize highly general [i.e. ‘common’] arguments. In that way, your 
memorized arguments will be of maximum utility: the ability to remember 
each one will make you able to deal with the widest range of problems.’ 
The arguments it is ‘too difficult to come up with out of what is available 
on the spot’ could be arguments about starting-points (cf. VIII. 3), but 
Aristotle may also have in mind any arguments that take more time to 
discover than is available in an extemporaneous debate. 


EXCERPTS 


EXCERPT A: TOPICS II. 8-11, 113>15-115°35 
CHAPTER 8 


And since there are the four oppositions: (one location is) inquiring 
from the negations, from a reversed consequence, both when re- 
jecting and when establishing, and get them from induction. For 
instance, ‘if a man is an animal, then what is not an animal is not a 
man’. (And similarly in other cases.) For in these, the consequence 
is reversed: ‘animal’ follows ‘man’, whereas ‘not an animal’ does 
not follow ‘not a man’, but, in reverse order, ‘not a man’ follows 
‘not an animal’. This may be claimed for anything, e.g. if the beau- 
tiful is pleasant, then what is not pleasant is not beautiful; and if not 
the latter, then not the former. Likewise, if what is not pleasant is 
not beautiful, then what is beautiful is pleasant. It is clear, then, that 
the consequence we get by negation converts both ways when it is 
reversed. 

And in the case of contraries, there is inquiring whether the 
contrary follows the contrary, either in the same direction or re- 
versed, both for rejecting and for establishing (and also getting 
these from induction, insofar as that is useful). Now there is a 
consequence in the same direction, e.g. for courage and cowardice: 
for virtue follows the one, vice the other, and it follows the one to 
be worthy of choice, the other to be deserving of avoidance. Thus, 
the consequence for these is in the same direction: for ‘worthy of 
choice’ is contrary to ‘deserving of avoidance’. And likewise for the 
other cases, but the consequence is reversed: e.g. health follows 
good bodily condition, but illness does not follow poor condition: 
instead, poor condition follows illness. It is clear, then, that the 
consequence is reversed for these. However, reversed consequence 
rarely occurs with contraries, and for most of them the conse- 
quence is in the same direction. So, if contrary does not follow 
contrary either in the same direction or reversed, it is clear that 
neither in the case of the terms stated does one follow the other; 
but if, on the other hand, it does happen in the case of their 
contraries, then also in the case of the terms stated one necessarily 
follows the other. 

The same kind of inquiry can also be used for a state and a 
privation, except that in the case of privations reversed conse- 
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quence does not occur and instead the consequence is necessarily 
always in the same direction, as sensation follows sight and in- 
sensibility blindness (for sensation is opposed to insensibility as 
state and privation, since one of them is a state and the other a 
privation). 

This may be used in the case of relatives in the same way as with 
state and privation: for their consequence is also in the same direc- 
tion. As an example, if a triple is a multiple, then a third is a 
fraction: for the triple is so called in relation to the third, and the 
multiple in relation to the fraction. Next, if knowledge is belief, 
then what is knowable is believable; and if vision is sensation, then 
the visible is sensible. 

(Objection: ‘it is not necessary for there to be a consequence as 
stated in the case of relatives, for the sensible is knowable, but 
sensation is not knowledge’. But in fact, this objection does not 
actually seem to be true, for many people deny that there is knowl- 
edge of what is sensible. And moreover, what was said would be no 
less useful against the contrary position, e.g. ‘the sensible is not 
knowable: for neither is sensation knowledge’.) 


CHAPTER 9 


Next is (inquiring) about co-ordinates and about cases, both when 
rejecting and when establishing. Things of this sort are called co- 
ordinates: just things and the just (with justice), courageous things 
and the courageous (with courage). Likewise, what produces or 
defends something is co-ordinate with that of which it is productive 
or defensive, as e.g. the wholesome with health, or what makes fit 
with fitness (and likewise with the rest). Now, these are what is 
usually called co-ordinates, while justly, courageously, healthily, and 
anything expressed in that way are usually called cases. But it seems 
that whatever is expressed as a case is also a co-ordinate, e.g. 
‘justly’ is co-ordinate with justice, or ‘courageously’ with courage, 
and all those in accordance with the same co-ordination are called 
co-ordinates (with one another), e.g. justice, just man, just thing, 
justly. It is clear, then, that if any one whatever within the same co- 
ordination has been shown to be good or praiseworthy, then the 
remainder are also shown to be so. For example, if justice is some- 
thing praiseworthy, then just people, just acts, and justly are also 
praiseworthy. And ‘justly’ will also be called ‘praiseworthily’ since 
it is the same case derived from ‘praiseworthy’ as ‘justly’ is from 
‘justice’. 
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And (there is) inquiring not only about the very term mentioned, 
but also about its contrary, e.g. ‘the good is not of necessity pleas- 
ant: for neither is the bad painful’ (or if the latter, then the former). 
And ‘if justice is knowledge, then vice is ignorance’. And ‘if justly 
is knowledgeably and skilfully, then unjustly is ignorantly and un- 
skilfully’. But if not the latter, then not the former either (as in the 
case just stated: for unjustly would more likely seem to be skilfully 
rather than unskilfully). This location was given earlier among 
those about the consequences of contraries: for all that we are 
claiming here is that contrary follows contrary. 

Next, about generations and perishings and productions and 
destructions, both for rejecting and for establishing. For those 
things of which the generations are goods are themselves goods; if 
they are themselves goods, then so are their generations; and if 
their generations are evils, then they are themselves evils. But with 
perishings it is reversed: that is, if their perishings are goods, then 
they are themselves evils, and if their perishings are evils, they are 
themselves goods. The same relation holds for what is productive 
or destructive (of something): if whatever is productive of some- 
thing is a good, then it is itself a good, and if whatever is destructive 
of something is a good, then it is itself an evil. 


CHAPTER I0 


Next, about similar things, if they are similarly related, e.g. if there 
is a single knowledge of many things, then so for opinion; and if to 
possess sight is to see, then to possess hearing is to hear. Likewise 
in other cases, where things either are or seem to be similar. The 
location is useful in both directions: if it holds for one of a group of 
like things, then so also for the others, and if it does not hold for 
one of them, then not for the rest either. Also, inquiring if it is the 
same way for one thing as for many (for sometimes these disagree). 
For example, if to know is to think, then to know many things is to 
think many things. (But this is not true: for it is possible to know 
many things but not think them. So if not the latter, then not the 
former—that, in application to one thing, to know is to think.) 
Next, from more and less. The locations from more are four in 
number. One is if the more follows the more, e.g. ‘if pleasure is a 
good, then the greater pleasure is a greater good’, and ‘if to do 
wrong is an evil, then to do greater wrong is a greater evil’. The 
location is useful in both directions. For if the qualification of the 
accident follows the qualification of the subject, then clearly it is an 
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accident (of the subject); but if the qualification does not follow, it 
is not an accident. (This can be obtained by induction.) 

Another location is from one thing said about two: if it does not 
belong to what it is more likely to belong to, then neither does it 
belong to what it is less likely to; and, if it belongs to what it is less 
likely to belong to, then also to what it is more likely to belong to. 
Next from two things said about one: if what would more seem to 
belong does not belong, then neither does what would less seem to; 
and if what would less seem to belong does belong, then so does 
what would more. Next, from two things said of two: if one thing 
that would more seem to belong to another does not belong to it, 
then neither does another thing that would less seem to belong to 
some other belong to it; and if the thing that would less seem to 
belong to another does belong to it, then likewise with the remain- 
ing things. 

Next, there are three locations from what belongs (or seems 
to belong) alike, just as there are from ‘more’, as was said above in 
the three locations mentioned last. For if one thing belongs or 
seems to belong alike to two, then if it does not belong to the one, 
then it does not belong to the other, and if it belongs to the one, 
then to the other. Or, if two things belong alike to one, then if 
the one does not belong, neither does the other, and if the one 
belongs, then so does the other. And in the same way, if two things 
alike belong to two others, then if the one does not belong to the 
other, then neither does the remaining one belong to the remaining 
one, but if the one belongs to the other, then the remaining one to 
the other. 


CHAPTER II 


So then, this is the number of ways in which it is possible to attack 
from more and less and likewise. 

Next, from addition: if one thing added to another makes it good 
or white (when it was not good or white before), then what is added 
will be good, or white, just as it makes the whole. Next, if something 
added to what already is of a certain sort makes it more of that sort 
which it already was, then it is also of that sort itself. Likewise in the 
remaining cases. This location cannot be used in all cases, but only 
in those in which there happens to be a surplus of that which is 
‘more’. And this location does not convert for rejecting. For if what 
is added does not make something good, it is not yet clear whether 
it is not itself good: for a good added to an evil does not necessarily 
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make the whole good, nor does white added to black necessarily 
make it white. 

Next, if something is called more or less, then it belongs without 
qualification: for what is not good, or white, will not be called more 
or less good or white either (for what is evil will not be called more 
or less good than anything, but instead more evil, or less evil). But 
this location does not convert for establishing. For many things that 
are not said to be more or less belong without qualification: a man 
is not said to be more or less (man), but not for this reason is he not 
aman. 

Inquire in the same way about ‘in some respect’, ‘when’, and 
‘where’. For if something is possible in some respect, then it 
is possible without qualification. Similarly for ‘when’ and ‘where’: 
for what is without qualification impossible is not possible in 
some respect, or somewhere, or sometime. (Objection: ‘some 
people are by nature good in some respect, e.g. the liberal or the 
temperate, but no one is good without qualification by nature’. 
Similarly, ‘it is possible for some perishable thing not to perish at 
some time, but it is not possible without qualification for it not 
to perish’. In the same way, ‘it is in one’s interest to follow such- 
and-such a diet somewhere, e.g. in unhealthy regions, but it is 
not without qualification in one’s interest’. Next, ‘it is possible for 
there to be only one person somewhere, but it is not possible for 
there to be without qualification only one person’. And in the same 
way, ‘somewhere, it is a fine thing to sacrifice one’s father—e.g. 
among the Triballoi—but without qualification it is not a fine 
thing’. But this last example does not signify ‘where’ but ‘for 
whom’, for it makes no difference where they might be: every- 
where, this will be a fine thing to them, since they are Triballoi. 
Next, ‘it is sometimes in one’s interest to take drugs, e.g. when one 
is ill, but without qualification it is not’. But here again, this does 
not signify ‘when’ but ‘to one in such-and-such a condition’: for it 
makes no difference whatever time it is, if only one is in such a 
condition.) ‘Without qualification’ is this: what you will say is a fine 
thing (or the contrary) without adding anything else. For instance, 
of sacrificing your father, you would not say ‘it is a fine thing’, but 
rather ‘it is a fine thing to some people’: so, it is not a fine thing 
without qualification. But honouring the gods you will call a fine 
thing, adding nothing, for it is a fine thing without qualification. 
Consequently, that which, without the addition of anything else, 
appears to be fine, or base, or anything else of the sort, will be (so 
called) without qualification. 
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EXCERPT B: TOPICS Ill. 5-6, 119?11-120°8 


CHAPTER 5 


The locations about more and most should be taken as universally 
as possible: for if they are taken in this way, they will be useful for 
more cases. It is possible to make some of the ones we have actually 
mentioned more universal by a smail modification in the expres- 
sion, e.g. ‘what is by nature such-and-such is more such-and-such 
than what is not by nature such-and-such’. Or: ‘If one thing makes 
what possesses it, or what it belongs to, so-and-so, but another does 
not, then the one that does this is more so-and-so than the one that 
does not do it’ (and if both do, then the one that makes more so- 
and-so (is more so-and-so)). Next, if one thing is more, and another 
less, so-and-so than some same thing. And if one thing is more so- 
and-so than something so-and-so but another (is more so-and-so) 
than something not so-and-so, it is clear that the first thing is more 
so-and-so. Next, from addition: if when added to the same thing it 
makes the whole more so-and-so, or if, when added to what is less 
so-and-so, it makes the whole more so-and-so. Likewise also from 
subtractions: for that which, when subtracted, leaves the remainder 
less so-and-so is itself more so-and-so. And those which are more 
unmixed with the contraries are more so-and-so, e.g. what is more 
unmixed with black is whiter. Next, apart from what was men- 
tioned earlier, that which is more receptive of the definition be- 
longing to the term in question. For instance, if the definition of 
‘white’ is ‘colour that divides vision’, then that is whiter which is 
more a colour that divides vision. 


CHAPTER 6 


If the problem is posed as partial and not universally, then to begin 
with, the universal locations mentioned for establishing or rejecting 
are all useful. For when we reject or establish universally, we also 
show this of a part: if it belongs to all, then to some, and if it belongs 
to none, then not to some. (The handiest and most commonly 
applicable of these are the locations from opposites, co-ordinates, 
and cases.) For it will be equally acceptable to claim that if every 
pleasure is a good, then every pain is an evil as to claim that if some 
pleasure is a good, then some pain is an evil. Next, if some sense is 
not a capacity, then some lack of sense is not an incapacity; and 
if something believed is known, then some belief is knowledge. 
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Again, if something done unjustly is a good, then something unjust 
is a good, and if something done pleasantly is to be avoided, then 
some pleasure is to be avoided (and on the same basis, if something 
pleasant is beneficial, then some pleasure is beneficial). Likewise 
for things destructive, and generations and perishings. For if some- 
thing which is destructive of pleasure or knowledge is a good, then 
some pleasure or knowledge is an evil. Likewise, if some perishing 
of knowledge is a good, or some coming to be of knowledge is an 
evil, then some knowledge is an evil (for example, if forgetting the 
disgraceful things someone has done is a good, or recalling them 
is an evil, then knowing the disgraceful things someone has done 
would be an evil). Likewise also for the rest: in all of them, the 
acceptable is similar. 

Next, from more and less and similarly. For if it is more likely 
that something from another genus is so-and so, but none of them 
is, then neither is the thing in question so-and-so (e.g. if it is more 
likely that some knowledge is a good than that pleasure is, but no 
knowledge is a good, then neither will pleasure be. Likewise from 
similarly and from less: for it will be possible both to reject and to 
establish, except that both are possible from similarly, whereas 
from less only establishing is possible and rejecting is not. For if it 
is equally likely that some capacity is a good and that knowledge is, 
and some capacity is a good, then so is knowledge; but if no capac- 
ity is, then neither is knowledge. And if it is less likely that some 
capacity is a good than that knowledge is and some capacity is a 
good, then so is knowledge. But if no capacity is a good, it is not 
also necessary that no knowledge be a good. It is clear, then, that 
only establishing is possible from ‘less’. 

It is possible to reject not only by arguing from another genus 
but also from the same one, taking what is most so-and-so. For 
example, if what is supposed is that some knowledge is a good, and 
if it were proved that prudence is not a good, then neither will 
any other knowledge be a good, since the one that most seems so is 
not. 

Next is arguing from an assumption, having claimed that if it 
belongs or does not belong to one, then so likewise with all, e.g. if 
the human soul is immortal, then other souls are, and if this soul is 
not immortal, then neither are others. So then, if what is supposed 
is that it belongs to some, it must be proved that it does not belong 
to some (for it will follow by means of the assumption that it 
belongs to none). And if what is supposed is that it does not belong 
to some, it must be proved that it belongs to some (for thus again 
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it will follow that it belongs to all). Clearly, then, whoever makes an 
assumption makes the problem universal though it was put forward 
as particular: for he claims that whoever agrees about the part is 
agreeing universally, since he claims that if it belongs to one, then 
likewise to all. 

Now, if the problem is indefinite, then it will only be possible to 
refute it in one way, e.g. if (your opponent) were to say that pleas- 
ure is a good, or not a good, and made no further distinction. For if 
he said that some pleasure is a good, then you would have to prove 
universally that none is, if what was put forward is going to be 
rejected. Likewise, if he said that some pleasure is not a good, then 
it would have to be shown universally that every pleasure is. It is not 
possible to reject in another way. For if we do show that some 
pleasure is not (or is) a good, what is proposed is not yet rejected. 
It is clear, then, that it is possible to reject in one way alone. But it 
is possible to establish in two ways. For if we show universally that 
every pleasure is a good, or also if we show that some pleasure is a 
good, what was proposed will have been proved. Likewise, if what 
has to be argued is that some pleasure is not a good, if we show 
either that none is a good or that some is not a good, we will in both 
ways—universally as well as partially—have argued that some 
pleasure is not a good. 

If a determination has been added to the thesis, it will be possible 
to attack it in two ways, e.g. if it was supposed that being a good 
belongs to some pleasure and does not belong to another: for if 
either every pleasure or none is shown to be a good, what was 
proposed will have been rejected. And if our opponent supposed a 
single pleasure alone to be a good, then it is possible to reject in 
three ways: for by showing that every pleasure, or no pleasure, or 
more than one, is a good, we will have rejected his proposal. With 
a thesis still further determined, e.g. ‘Prudence alone among virtues 
is knowledge’, it is possible to reject in four ways: for if it is shown 
that every virtue is knowledge, or that none is, or that another is as 
well (e.g. justice), or that prudence itself is not knowledge, then 
what was put forward will have been rejected. 

It is also useful to survey the particular (species) of that which 
something is said to belong or not belong to, just as with universal 
problems. Moreover, the survey of the genera should proceed by 
dividing them up into species as far as the indivisibles, as was said 
earlier. For if it obviously belongs to them all, or to none, then 
when you have brought forward many cases (your opponent) is 
expected either to agree to the universal or to bring as objection a 


172 


EXCERPTS 120° 


case in which it does not hold. Next, in those cases in which the 
accident can be determined either by species or by number, see if 
none of these belongs, e.g. (show) that time does not move and is 
not a motion by enumerating how many species of motion there 
are: for if none of these belongs to time, then it is clear that it does 
not move and is not a motion. Likewise, (show) that the soul is not 
a number by determining that every number is either even or odd: 
for if the soul is neither even nor odd, then it is clear that it is not 
a number. 

When it comes to accidents, then, you should attack through 
these means and in this way. 


EXCERPT C: SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS 
IO—I1, 171°3~172>4 


... expecting someone to affirm or deny something is not for the 
one giving proofs to do, but for the one making trial. For the art of 
making trial is a kind of dialectic and studies, not the one who 
knows, but the one who is ignorant and pretends to know. 

Now, whoever studies the common things as they apply to a 
subject is dialectical, whereas the person who merely appears to do 
this is sophistical; and one kind of contentious or sophistical deduc- 
tion is an apparent deduction about things about which dialectic 
makes trial (even if its conclusion should be true: for it is deceptive 
about the reason why), while another kind includes those fallacies 
which, though not actually in accordance with the relevant treat- 
ment of the subject, seem to be according to the art. For fake 
diagrams are not contentious, since the fallacies apply to things that 
fall under the art—even if there is such a thing as a fake diagram 
about a truth. (Take for example Hippocrates’ argument or the 
way of squaring the circle that uses lunes.) But as for the way 
Bryson squared the circle, even if the circle is actually squared by it, 
still, because it is not in accordance with the subject, it is for that 
reason sophistical. Thus, an apparent deduction that applies to 
such-and-such is a contentious argument; and a deduction that 
apparently applies to its subject—even if it should be a deduction— 
is also a contentious argument (for it only appears to apply to its 
subject, so that is deceptive and unfair). 

For just as unfairness in a wrestling match takes a certain form— 
that is, it is a kind of ‘dirty fighting’—so the contentious art is ‘dirty 
fighting’ in disputations. For in the former case, those who choose 
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to win at all costs use every kind of hold, and so in the latter case do 
the contentious. Now, those who behave like this for the sake of 
winning itselfi—these seem to be the contentious fellows and the 
lovers of strife; but those who do it for the sake of a reputation that 
gets them money are sophistical (for sophistry is, as we said, a way 
of making money from apparent wisdom). This is why they aim at 
apparent refutation. Lovers of strife and sophists are men of the 
same arguments, but not for the same purposes, and the same 
argument will be both sophistical and contentious, but not in the 
same respect: insofar as it is for the sake of apparent victory it is 
contentious, but insofar as it is for the sake of apparent wisdom it 
is sophistical (for sophistry too is a kind of apparent but not real 
wisdom). 

In a way, a contentious argument bears the same relationship to 
a dialectical one as a fake-diagrammer to a geometer: for it leads 
people into fallacies from the same premisses as dialectic, just as 
the fake-diagrammer leads the geometer into fallacies. However, 
he is not contentious, because he draws conclusions from these 
starting-points that do fall under that art. But as for an argument 
falling under dialectic—now this clearly will be contentious applied 
to other subjects. For example, the squaring of the circle by means 
of lunes is not contentious, while Bryson’s squaring is contentious; 
and the former cannot be transferred to another genus but applies 
only to geometry, because it is from geometry’s peculiar starting- 
points, while the latter can be (transferred)—with the mass of 
people, who do not know what is possible and impossible in any 
individual case—for it will adapt. Or: the way Antiphon squared 
the circle. Or again: if someone denied that it is better to take a 
walk after dinner by means of Zeno’s argument, it is no medical 
argument, for it is common. 

Now if the relation of a contentious argument to a dialectical one 
were completely like that of the fake-diagrammer to the geometer, 
then it would not be contentious about the former subjects. But as 
matters actually stand, dialectical argument is not about some defi- 
nite genus, nor does it constitute a proof about anything, nor is it a 
kind of universal argument. For all things are not in some single 
genus; and even if they were, all beings could not fall under the 
same starting-points. Thus, none of the arts that gives proofs about 
some nature is interrogative: for it is not possible for it to grant 
either one of the parts (of a contradiction) indifferently (for a 
deduction does not arise out of both). Dialectic, however, is inter- 
rogative. And if it did give proofs, then it would refrain from 
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asking—if not everything—at least its first things and appropriate 
starting-points. For if someone did not grant these, it would no 
longer have anything from which to argue against his objection. 

And dialectic itself is the art that makes trial. For an art of 
making trial is not an art like geometry, but rather the kind of art 
someone could possess even without having knowledge. For it is 
possible even for someone without knowledge of a subject to detect 
by trial another who does not know—if, that is, he answers ques- 
tions—not on the basis of what he knows or the premisses peculiar 
{to the subject), but on the basis of consequences (of what he says) 
which are such that, though nothing prevents someone who knows 
them from not knowing the art, one who does not know them must 
necessarily be ignorant of it. So, it is obvious that the art of making 
trial is not the science of any definite genus. 

That is just why it applies to them all. For all the arts also make 
use of certain common things (which is why everyone, especially 
lay people, makes use in a certain way of dialectic and the art of 
making trial: everyone tries to cross-examine people who advertise 
their wares, up to a point), and these are what is common. For 
people know them not a bit the less, even if they themselves should 
seem to make utterly irrelevant statements. Therefore, they all 
conduct refutations—that is to say, they participate without art in 
that activity in which artful participation is dialectic—and he who 
uses the art of deducing to make trial is a dialectician. 

Since there are many of these (premisses) that apply to all things 
but not in such a way that (what they apply to) is a certain nature or 
genus—they (apply) instead rather as negations do—while others 
are not like this but instead peculiar (to some genus), it is possible 
for making trial about all subjects on the basis of these both to be 
a certain art and not to be the same kind of art as those that give 
proofs. This is just why the contentious person is not entirely in the 
same position as the fake-diagrammer: for it will not be from the 
starting-points of some definite genus that he constructs fallacies, 
but instead the contentious reasoner will deal with every genus. 


EXCERPT D: SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS 
34, 183°27-184°8 


Now, as for the number and variety of premisses from which falla- 
cies arise for those arguing, and how we can both show someone is 
at fault and make someone state a paradox; and next, what 
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premisses the deduction results from, how it is to be presented in 
questions, and what the arrangement of questions is; and next, 
what all such arguments are useful for; and about the whole busi- 
ness of answering, and how to find solutions to arguments and 
deductions—let this be what we have to say about all these sub- 
jects. What remains, concerning our initial project, is to offer some- 
thing brief by way of summary and add the finishing touch to our 
remarks. 

Now, we undertook to discover a certain power of producing 
deductions about any problem presented, from the most acceptable 
premisses available: for that is the function of dialectic in itself and 
of the art of making trial. But since there is ascribed to this art the 
additional power, because of its nearness to sophistry, that it is able 
to make trial not only dialectically but also as if possessing knowl- 
edge—for this reason, we assumed for our method not only the 
purpose we mentioned of being able to give arguments, but also 
how, when undergoing argument, we may in like fashion defend 
our position through the most acceptable premisses. We have said 
what the cause of this is, since it was also for this reason that 
Socrates used to ask questions but would not answer: for he would 
not agree that he knew. 

It has been spelt out in the preceding remarks what problems 
this is possible against, and from what premisses, and how we are 
to be prepared with these, and moreover how they should be 
put as questions and how the whole interrogation should be 
arranged, as well as the matters of answering and giving solutions 
for deductions. Everything else pertaining to the same method 
of arguments has also been spelt out. In addition to these things, 
we have completed a treatment of fallacies, as indeed we said 
above. 

So then, it is evident that what we undertook to do has been 
sufficiently accomplished. But we must not overlook what has hap- 
pened concerning this present treatise. For in the case of all discov- 
eries, materials acquired from others and already worked up earlier 
have advanced bit by bit under those who inherited them subse- 
quently, whereas initial discoveries usually attain at first only a 
limited state of advancement, although a much more valuable one 
than the growth that later comes from them. For the beginning of 
anything is perhaps the greatest part, as they say, which is why it is 
also the most difficult: for since it is smallest in size to the extent 
that it is greatest in power, it is most difficult to discern. But once 
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this beginning has been found, it is an easier matter to add to it and 
to assist in the development of the rest. 

This is just what has happened in connection with rhetorical 
treatises (and probably all the other ‘arts’ too). For those who 
discovered the starting-points advanced only a little way; but the 
famous practitioners of our day, inheriting through a kind of line of 
succession from many others who made progress, bit by bit, have 
enlarged the art in this way—Teisias after the earliest of them, 
Thrasymachus after Teisias, Theodorus after him—and many have 
contributed many parts. This is why it is nothing remarkable for the 
art to possess a certain magnitude. 

But as for this study of ours, it is not the case that part had been 
previously worked up and part had not: rather, nothing existed at 
all. Indeed, the art of those who taught contentious arguments for 
a fee was rather like the education in Gorgias’ system: they would 
each give arguments—rhetorical and interrogative, respectively— 
to be committed to memory, into which they thought arguments of 
their respective kinds could most often be fitted. That is why the 
instruction they imparted to those who learned from them was 
quick but without art: for they believed they could educate by 
giving, not an art, but the products of the art—as if someone who 
claimed he was going to impart a science for keeping feet from 
hurting were then not to teach shoemaking, nor even where one 
would be able to buy such things, but instead were to give. people 
many kinds of shoes of every description: this fellow has assisted 
with a need, but he has not imparted an art. In the case of rhetoric, 
there were also available the many older accounts that we mention, 
but when it came to deduction we had absolutely no other previous 
work to mention—even though we devoted much time to a labori- 
ous search. And if it seems to you who have studied it that our 
method, arising from these circumstances as from its beginning, is 
in an adequate condition by comparison with those other systems 
which have been built up from a tradition, then the task would 
remain for all of you, or our audience, to show indulgence for 
the deficiencies of our method and to be most grateful for its 
discoveries. 
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NOTES ON THE TEXT 


BOOK ONE 


100°30-'19: The language of the phrase is unusual, although not without 
parallel (Cat. 9°19-21 is very similar; cf. also GA 751°5). Other translators 
(except Colli) try instead to make ‘knowledge’ the subject of eiAndev (e.g. 
Pickard-Cambridge: ‘our knowledge of them has originally come through 
premisses which are primary and true’), but this is grammatically impossi- 
ble since tH¢ yvaioews is genitive. 


to1>3-4: I punctuate éetaorimy yao oboa MQOG tas anacwy tov peOddwv 
doxac, ddov éyet, other translators punctuate after odoa instead of deyas. 
For 660v éyet as ‘has a way to proceed’ cf. HA 625713, where dddv un Exovow 
means ‘they have no way to get through’. At EN 1095*33 Aristotle does 
speak of the ‘road to (éi) the starting-points’, contrasted with the ‘road 
from’ them (i.e. demonstration), but the present passage differs from this 
in using the preposition zgd¢ rather than ézi and in lacking a definite article 


with ‘way’. These are small differences, but I believe they are significant. 


ro1°7: ‘And that is’: following Brunschwig in bracketing rodto 6’ éori 
... Mooagovueda. 


101°8: ‘under all circumstances’ (éx mavtdc toedxov): not ‘in every way’ (as 
some translators think). Aristotle is not saying that there are some types of 
persuasion that are beneath the orator’s proper business or some types of 
healing that are not part of the medical art, only that there are limits to 
what skill can accomplish. 


102°31-2: ‘which differ in species’ (xai diagegdvtwy tH cide): xai 
epexegetical. 


103°15-16: gyew twa Stagogay: for a parallel use of Zev dtagogay as ‘has 
a differentia’ see Pol. IV. 4, 1290°29-34. 


103°34: ‘some person who is seated’ (tivd tov xaOnuévwyr): literally ‘one of 
those who are seated’. Brunschwig, noting that it will not help clarify the 
order to say ‘the one sitting’ if several people are seated, proposes to read 
‘someone, the one seated’ (tiva tov xaOyuevov) on the basis of rather 
slender manuscript evidence. But Aristotle often uses this sort of construc- 
tion with a genitive plural as a periphrastic form of predication: ‘some one 
of the Xs’ for ‘some X’. 
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103°27-8: ‘an expression signifying the what-it-is’ (6 16 ti gots onuatvwv): 
translators and commentators usually take the masculine gender to indi- 
cate that it is a person that ‘signifies’ here. But Aristotle frequently refers 
to a definition as Adyog 6 16 ti éott onuaivwy; therefore, since it is clearly an 
expression that ‘signifies’ in 10335~9, I have taken the entire passage this 
way. 


103°33-4: Brunschwig, following Prantl, reads the text as ‘if he says the 
example is a foot long or a length’ ($7 10 éxxeivevov myvaiov siva ff 
uéyebos), thus making this third example parallel to the preceding two 
(‘length’ is the genus of ‘foot-long’). But though this would improve the 
sense, the authority for it is weak and it is really a conjecture: let the reader 
choose. 


104*10-11: The force of yu is to qualify the whole phrase zai 
tovtos ... yyweluots. (Cf. the following sentence, which makes this point 
quite explicitly.) 


104°4: Ross needlessly deletes ‘the public think the opposite of the wise’ 
(oi noAdoi tois oogois) as redundant: the phrase may indeed be redundant, 
but so sometimes is Aristotle. 


104°6: ‘only for the sake of choosing’: ‘only’ (uévov) is found in almost all 
manuscripts, but editors (except for Brunschwig) reject it as ruining a 
contrast between what it is valuable to know for some other purpose and 
what it is valuable to know for no further purpose than knowing it. But this 
supposes that what we want to know for choice and avoidance is also 
something we want to know for the sake of knowing it, which Aristotle 
probably would deny: he regards theoretical and practical wisdom as hav- 
ing separate and non-overlapping subject-matters. 


104524: ‘something about which we possess an argument contrary to our 
opinions’: I follow the text of most manuscripts (zegi dv Adyov Exouev 
évavtiov taig dd&au¢), according to which it is the argument that is contrary 
to our opinions. That is, the thesis itself takes that side of the problem 
which is ‘contrary to opinion’ on the basis of an argument. Brunschwig 
instead reads évavtiwy, giving the sense ‘something contrary to our opin- 
ions about which we possess an argument’. Though the difference is small, 
this reading does fit the remainder of Aristotle’s remarks somewhat better: 
a thesis is, to begin with, something ‘contrary to opinion’ which is worth 
discussing either because it has the support of some authority or because it 
has the support of an argument. However, as Brunschwig concedes, his 
reading does lead to very difficult syntax, and I have been reluctant to 
follow it. 
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104°35: ‘In practice’ (viv): see Verdenius, (1968), 24. 


10517: ‘in the manner of perception’: one of several possible renderings 
of xara tiv aiayoww. 


10527-8: Translators generally supply a definite article with 
‘choiceworthy’ (aigerov) and make it the subject of the sentence. But 
10674-6 is a close parallel: Aristotle’s point is that the noble, the pleasant, 
and the useful are all said to be choiceworthy but in different ways. 


105*30-1: ‘training program ...in training’ (evextindc, ede&ia): edvegia is 
the state of being in good athletic condition (‘in shape’, ‘in training’); what 
is evextixdv is what produces such a state (i.e. a training diet, exercises). 
Reproducing the parallel] with ‘healthful/health’ (sy:ewdv/byiera) is difficult 
in English. 


105*37: ‘or the contraries’ (7 ta¢ évaytiac): Waitz, Ross, and Brunschwig 
all find some way to add ‘not’ (u7) before ‘contraries’, thus giving a sense 
parallel to the 47 xagddo£os of 104710-11. But this is unnecessary (see the 
Commentary). 


10511: I have rendered @éoig as ‘concession’ to capture its connection 
with its cognate verb z:6éaor that follows at once. To translate it as ‘thesis’ 
would call to mind the technical term defined in I. 11, 104>18-28, which 
would be absurd here. 


106°1-4: As Verdenius (1968) notes, the ambiguity in question here is 
that the verb ¢:ici’v means both ‘feel love towards’ and ‘kiss’. 


106°4-12: I switch to ‘bright’ and ‘dark’ here for Aevxdc and pédac, since 
‘white’ and ‘black’ have no standard senses in application to sounds. The 
word I translate ‘nasal’ (cou@dc) is not very common, especially in applica- 
tion to sounds (applied to objects it means ‘spongy’). In the Hippocratic 
treatise On Diseases it is used of the voice of a person with nasal polyps (2. 


33): 


107*9: ‘is good’: we find ‘good’ twice in succession in the manuscripts. (16 
&v TH nao ayabov: ayabdy ydg). Brunschwig, following W. S. Maguinness, 
deletes one of these to bring this case into parallel with the one following. 


107°32-5: Here alone in the latter part of I. 15, Aristotle reverts to the 
idiom moddayads Aéyetat. 


107°9-12: The text is uncertain. I have kept 107°11 tocovtov (‘of such an 
amount’), with most manuscripts and editors; Ross reads rovodtov (‘of such 
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a sort’). In ‘what indicates and what produces health’ (rd onuavuxdv xai to 
nowtixoy byieias), Many manuscripts omit the second 16, and Barnes fol- 
lows this (‘what indicates and produces’). Brunschwig deletes ‘to health’ 
(ned¢ byievav) in 107°9, though it is well attested (see his notes). 


108°26-7: The verb zagadoyitew corresponds to aagaioyoudc, ‘fallacy’, 
and would mean ‘use a fallacy’, or more accurately ‘deceive someone with 
a fallacy’ (see r1o1*5-17 and Commentary); I translate the passive 7 
nagakoy.oOnvat as ‘resisting fallacies’. 


BOOK EIGHT 


1563-10: I take tag dé maga tavtac eignuévas to allude to 155>36 rac 
dvayxaias Anntéov: Aristotle is now talking about additional types of neces- 
sary premiss. 156°4 tovtwy ydgwv means ‘for the sake of standing off or 
induction’; 156°2 éxeivwo means ‘by either of these two ways’. 


156°19: With Brunschwig, I read ‘previously’ (zedtegov) rather than ‘the 
previous deductions’ (zgotéewyv), but both readings are well attested and 
either may be correct. 


156721: Though some other translators (e.g. Pickard-Cambridge, Colli) 
agree that the sentence has the meaning I give it, the grammar is difficult. 
I take éxeiva b¢’ dv 6 ovddoywuds yivetou as elliptical for something like 
éxeiva té Ajpuata ta TOV bo’ dv 6 ovadoywoues yiverou (so that éxeiva contrasts 
with ta tovtou Ajuuata): double-duty av after a preposition is common in 
Aristotle. Barnes’s more literal ‘not the assumptions on which it is based, 
but only those by which the deduction proceeds’ does not seem intelligible 
to me. 


1567383: ‘not correct’ (odx dAnéyjc): some manuscripts read ‘not 
sufficient’ (odx ixavj), but Aristotle proceeds to argue that the counter- 
example is erroneous. 


157°16: ‘because he has forgotten’ (did émAégdnotaz): this is the text of 
most manuscripts, but Ross follows a minority in reading 6 (‘that he has 
forgotten’). 


1§7°17-18: ‘Why is it’ (dca r/): most manuscripts read diétz, which usually 
means ‘because’ in Aristotle. Ross, following Boethius’ translation, 
emends the text to dt (‘that’). But he is then forced to add a ‘not’ to get a 
good sense (‘those objecting that the greater evil is not opposed to the 
greater good’). 
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157°32-3: ‘holds of many cases’: oftwe éni nodAdv éyovoar is equivalent to 
obtwg eye ni noddav (cf. 158*3); ‘holds in this way of many cases’ is wrong. 


158*4: ‘it is not a simple matter to discern it’: with Brunschwig, I read w7 
émmodne 9 16 ovvideiv. Ross omits 9; the manuscripts vary. 


15910: ‘what does not seem so’: in this section, Aristotle uses 16 doxodr, 
‘what seems’ (or perhaps even ‘what is thought’), as an equivalent of 
‘acceptable’. So also at 15921 ‘apparent’ (@aivdueva). 


159°23-4: ‘Now if’ (einév ody): uév obv marks the transition to a new point 
(in this case resuming the distinction made at 159*39-°1 of varieties of 
&vdo0€a). 


1603: I follow Brunschwig in reading doxodv with the manuscripts, in- 
stead of Wallies’s doxeiv. Aristotle is saying that the answerer should add 
‘But that is not acceptable’ (in the relevant way), not ‘But that is not what 
I think’. 


16154: For the meaning of éxdexduevos see EN IV. 1, 1120°3. 


161522: ‘the premisses used to get the conclusion’ (év oig 16 oupnégaoua): 
the common alternative translation ‘the premisses on which the conclusion 
rests’ implies that there is a valid argument, which in this case there is not. 


162°15-18: ‘A philosopheme’: with Brunschwig, I bracket 162°15-18 gor 
6& pioodgnua ... dvtpdaews (see the Commentary). 


162°32: ‘this opinion is a more precise opinion’ (atrty dd&a dxoiPeotéga 
éoriv): there is considerable variation among the manuscripts here: besides 
atityn dda axeiBeotéoa, we find airy ddéa ahnOye axoiBeotéoa | 7 adtoddéa 
GAnOns axeiBeatéoa | 4 abt ddEa dAnOnc aueiBeotéga | abtn d6Ea udjuiota 
GAnOns axoiBeortéoa. / 


162517-18: The text at this point is uncertain, though the sense does not 
seem to be affected. Some good manuscripts add 6x wevdn Adyov einé tive 
after AavOdver adtov (‘he is not aware that he stated a false argument’). I 
translate ‘not even a fault of the speaker in every case’ in 1. 17; this second 
occurrence of ‘fault’ is present in some manuscripts (which add 1d 
dudotnua after dei), but it may be supplied as the implicit subject even if 
absent. 


163°23: ‘two sets of premisses’: the phrase towbra ... dvo & dv Zotar 
avimepévn avtipaoig might, as Alexander thought, mean ‘two premisses 
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such that from them...’, but Aristotle makes little use elsewhere of the 
Analytics’ claim that every deduction has exactly two premisses. It is 
awkward but possible to take dvo to mean ‘two sets of premisses’ (in this 
case, we should probably also take ‘contradiction’ to mean ‘pair consisting 
of a proposition and its denial’, as it often does in Aristotle). 


163°13: ‘naturally gifted with respect to truth’ (7 xar’ dAjGeav evovia): 
other translators make this ‘true natural ability’. 


163°17: ‘Arise to deal with’ is a rather expansive translation of éuaimtovta; 
other translators prefer ‘encountered’. But we do not find this sense else- 
where in Aristotle. The verb éuzizcev means ‘fall into’ (in spatial senses), 
‘fall on’ (i.e. attack), ‘fall among’ (i.e. be attacked by), or even ‘afflict’ (of 
diseases). All these senses are found in Aristotle. He also uses it frequently 
in connection with definitions, Platonic divisions, etc., with the meaning 
‘fall under’ (e.g. a few lines later at 163°22), though that sense does not 
seem to be involved here. The term zodBAnua itself indicates that a dialec- 
tical problem is a challenge to the questioner, who must deal with it, and 
this is easily extended to ‘problems’ arising as components of larger deduc- 
tions. 


163°20-1: I take ‘at your fingertips’ (meoyeigouc) to be feminine, modify- 
ing either an understood ‘theses’ (@éoet¢) suggested by the previous line, or 
perhaps ‘premisses’ (xeoréoeic). Other translators suppose it is masculine, 
in agreement with ‘definitions’ (6gwv) in I. 20. 


16323: ‘other arguments’: this follows the emendation adopted by 
Barnes and Brunschwig (oi djo: Adyo). The manuscripts appear to be 
corrupt: the best sources are divided between ‘another argument’ (dAAo¢ 
Adyos) and ‘the dialogues’ (oi didAoyor); Alexander’s citation, adopted by 
Ross, is ‘the arguments’ (oi Adyoz). 


16325: ‘at your fingertips’: here the adverb zgoyeiews, not the adjective 
(as elsewhere in this passage). In Aristotle this almost always means ‘off- 
handedly’, ‘without needing thought’, whether in a positive sense (imply- 
ing easy familiarity with a subject) or a negative one (implying triviality, 
lack of deep thought). For negative senses, see EE II. 4 122273, ‘Mere. 
369°24-5, and the remark about people who think they are good at deduc- 
tion in VIII. 1, 15639: ‘they concede things off-handedly, trusting in their 
talent and believing that they cannot be convinced of anything’. 


163°37: “That can undergo this to the most universal degree’: I retain 
‘can’ (ddvavtat), with the best manuscripts, which Ross omits. 
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164°12 ff: ‘Beginner’ is a better sense for véov than ‘young’, given the 
contrast with ‘experienced’ (éuzeigov). ‘assigned’ (adxodoréov): others take 
this to mean ‘display’, but that is not appropriate here: the purpose of the 
section is to explain how to go about improving one’s dialectical skill, not 
how to make the best showing. The verb dzod:ddva is ubiquitous in the 
Topics in the sense ‘give as a response’ (e.g. give a definition, give a reply, 
offer a distinction). We might so take it here (e.g. ‘people apt at inductive 
arguments should give answers to a beginner’), but not very naturally. I 
take it instead to mean ‘assign’: cf. Pol. 131639 for this use of dxodotéov 
moos. Since énaxtinov and ovddoyouxdy must refer to persons in the next 
sentence, it is likely that they also do so here. 


164°5: ‘In general’ (64wc): though Aristotle almost always uses this word 
in this sense, it is strictly speaking an adverbial form of dA0¢ (‘whole’), and 
other translators undertake so to render it (‘one thing must be taken as a 
whole’)—implausibly, in my opinion. 


164°13: ‘the level of argument is bound to degenerate’: a free translation 
of dvdyxn yag novnooioyiav ovuBaivew. The word novygodoyia is a hapax; 
the closely related xaxodoyia commonly meant ‘verbal abuse’ or even 
‘slander’, but Plato uses it in the sense ‘bad writing-style’ (see Rep. 401*5— 
7). I take zovygodoyia to have an analogous sense (‘bad argumentative 
form’, ‘degenerate argumentation’). The problem is not so much that 
arguments with the untutored may become abusive as that they may 
encourage bad practices. 


164°19: I follow here the text of the manuscripts (xai meds o8¢ mogitecOat 
instead of Ross’s xai otic mooonogitec@a ). However, I punctuate after ‘uni- 
versal arguments’ (oi xa@ddov) in |. 18 and treat medc as adverbial (‘in 
addition’). Adverbial zgd¢ is not unknown in Aristotle (cf. SE 4, 166°35), 
but the only other occurrence of zgoonogifeoda: (Mete. Ill. 5, 376714) has a 
technical mathematical sense that cannot fit here. 


EXCERPT A 


113°15: ‘from the negations’: éx (MSS), not émi (Wallies). 


114°36-7: ‘and all those’: ovotoiya 6é with the manuscripts rather than 
ovotowa 67 (Wallies). 


114°3: ‘And “justly”’: retaining dixaiws xai, which Wallies deletes. 
114°10: ‘skilfully’ (éuzeégwc): lit. ‘in an experienced manner’. 
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114°19-20: ‘themselves evils’: Ross follows Wallies in adding ‘and if they 
are themselves evils, then their generations are evils’ (xai ei adra tév xaxdy, 
nai ai yevéoets TOV KAXOY). 


114°37: ‘from more’: I omit ‘and less’ (xai ittov) with ABD and Boethius. 


EXCERPT B 


119°17-18: ‘or what it belongs to’: reading 7} @ dv dadeyy. Ross deletes ‘or’ 
(7). 


119°4-5: ‘if something done unjustly is a good, then something unjust {4~ 
5} is a good’: I follow Brunschwig, who adopts the text of his VP (addw ef 
Titov adixwc ayabdy, nai tv ddixwv 1 ayaddv). The other manuscripts give 
many variants: Ross combines sources to read addw ei u tov ddinwv dyabor, 
xai tov Oimaiwy tt xaxdv. nddw si te THY Otaing xaxdv, xai TOV Adixws TE 


dyaddyv. Cf. 114°37-°3. 


119°6: ‘something done pleasantly’ (1 tv déw¢): Ross instead reads 
‘something pleasant’ (1 t@v 7j6éwv), but that destroys the parallel. 


120°33: ‘(species) of that which something is said to belong or not belong 
to’ (év oig badoyew tH uh cinta): compare I. 9, 103°21 év oic bxdgyovow and 
II. 2, 109°13—14 16 émBiénew oic badoyew ... ciontat. 


120°35: ‘as was said earlier’: IJ. 2, 1091329. 


EXCERPT C 


171°36-7: ‘same premisses as dialectic’: reading 19 dvadextixy, with the 
manuscripts, rather than t@ dcadextimp (‘as the dialectician’). 


171°37: ‘the geometer’: reading tov yewuétony rather than Ross’s ro 
yewuéten, Which would give the sense ‘just as the fake-diagrammer leads 
into fallacies from the same premisses as the geometer’. The point is that 
the fake-diagrammer does the same thing fo the geometer—i.e. leads him 
into a fallacy using his own principles—that the contentious reasoner does 
to those who use dialectic. 


17271: ‘Now... applied to other subjects’: reading zegi uév rddda (Ross 
deletes pév). 
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172*11: ‘The former subjects’ (éxeivwv): ie. the (putative) subjects of 
dialectic, in contrast to the ‘other subjects’ mentioned at 1722. If conten- 
tious argument were fully analogous to fake-diagramming, we could say: 
‘Just as the fake-diagrammer’s argument is not contentious about the 
subjects of geometry, so the contentious argument is not contentious about 
the subjects of dialectic’. The point of disanalogy is that dialectic does not 
have a subject-matter in the way geometry does. 


172°36: ‘these premisses’ (radra): Ross reads radra (‘the same 


premisses’). 


EXCERPT D 


183°1: ‘ascribed... the additional power’: reading noooxataoxevdfetra 
instead of Ross’s conjecture ngooxatacxevaotéov (‘there should be as- 
cribed in addition’). 


183°15: ‘said above’: the reference is to 183227-30. 


183°27-8: ‘the other “arts” ’: the word ‘art’ (réyvy) can mean a systematic 
treatise, especially an ‘art of rhetoric’. 


1842: ‘other previous work to mention—even though’: reading agdtegov 


a 


Giho yew GAM FH (ROSS gives nodtegov Aéyetv 7). 


184°6: ‘or’ (#) is in all the manuscripts, but Ross deletes it. 
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This list is for the most part limited to terms with technical senses. Gram- 
mar and construction occasionally require deviations from these render- 
ings; I have noted some, but not all, variations here. Some terms are 
included which occur in the Excerpts but not in Topics I or VIII. 


aywviouxes 
addimopuayia 
addohéayew 
&d60E0S 
adbvatov 

did. tob ddvvatov 
aiteiv 

TO &v GoyyH aiteiv 
axolovOnas 
axouBns 
dugioBytety, du@iopytnois 
avayxun 

dvaynatlos 
dvaigely 
avaoxevatew 
dvremyperostv 
avtidcots 
avtmarnyogetobat 
dvuxeiobat, avirbévar 

aYTIMELLEVOV 
aytuoyia 

avidoy nds 
avtloteépev 
avripaots 
aéwodv 

a&ioua 
anhds 
amodsavovat 

anddetéis 
anoxeivecbat 

GROKQWOMEVOS 

ONOXQLOIS 
anoataas, dpiotdvat 
anopavat 


combative 
dirty fighting (171523) 
ramble 
unacceptable; disgraceful (160°18-22) 
impossible 
through the impossible (of arguments) 
ask (for) 
ask for the initial thing (162531 ff.) 
consequence (113°10ff.) 
exact 
dispute (verb, noun) 
necessity; necessarily 
(premiss) needed for a conclusion (155°19) 
reject 
reject 
counterattack 
opposition 
counterpredicate (with) 
(be) opposed to 
opposite 
disputation (171°23) 
skilled in contradiction 
convert 
negation 
claim; claim a right; expect 
claim (noun) 
without qualification 
demonstrate 
demonstration 
answer (verb) 
answerer 
answer (noun) 
standing off, stand off 
deny 
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anoonua, anogia 
Goxy 
yevix0g 
yévos 
yvOoQuwos 
yrmoitew 
yvoor 
YOAMMATHOS 
yoappatixn 
yodgew 
youvateo@at 
youvaoia 
dvaréyeoOat 
Orahenrinn 
Otadextixnds 
dtapood 
dtamogeiv 
Oéyua 
doxeiv 
Ta SOKOUVTA 
dd&a 
doEakew 
dvaxodaive 
dvoxohos 
21806 
éudéyew 
éhéyyew 
évavtiog 
EvdoEog 
éviotacbat 
Evotaot 
&Etg 
émay ew 
énaywyy 
EM UEQOUS 
émyeoety 
émoxépaobat 
émenrev 
EMOTHUN 


émtay, EMTiNOIS 


EQuotinds 
éowtdav 
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puzzle 
starting-point; beginning 
genus-like 
genus 
familiar; intelligible 
recognize 
knowledge 
literate 
literacy (ability to read and write) 
draw; prove (in geometry) 
(to) exercise 
exercise (noun) 
argue 
dialectical art 
dialectical, dialectician 
differentia; different varieties (100722) 
go through the puzzles 
belief 
seem (rv); think 
what people think 
opinion 
think 
be cantankerous 
cantankerous 
species 
collect (premisses) (105°34 ff.) 
refute 
contrary 
acceptable; esteemed (100523) 
object (bring an objection) 
objection 
state (opp. oréenoic) 
argue by induction; bring in (159*18-19) 
induction 
partial (120°3, 120720) 
attack 
inquire 
inquire 
science 
criticize, criticism 
contentious 
ask, question 
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EQWTHOIS 
éowtav 
owtnpati€ew 
ev ONS 
edmogelv 
oytyotg 
HOw 
béotc 
dewonua 
dewoia 
idtov 
t610g 
xaddiov 
xatagOuetobat 
xataoxevatev 
xatnyoostobat 
uatnyogia 
xOOMOS 
xovntecOa, xQvpIC 
xUQLOS 
Anup 
Aoytx0g 
Aoyos 
‘Avew 
Abo 
metapBiBacewv 
ot moAhot 
oi msioton 
oixetos 
OUOVU"LOS 
Ovoua 
OQtOLOG, OQ0S 
ogitecbat 
Qs 
ovoia 
nagadobos 
nagahoyileobat 
Tagakoytouos 
meioa 
neioav Aaupdavew 
TEWQAOTIXY 
TMOTIS 
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asking 
questioner 
devise questions 
silly 
be equipped to deal with 
search 
ethical 
thesis; concession 
point of speculation 
study 
unique property 
unique 
universal 
enumerate 
establish 
predicate (verb) 
category 
embellishment 
conceal, concealment 
literal, strict 
premiss 
logical 
argument; phrase; account 
solve (a fallacy or contrary argument) 
solution 
change (someone else’s) mind 
the public 
the majority 
appropriate 
equivocal 
word; name 
definition 
define 
definitory 
being; substance 
contrary to opinion 
conclude fallaciously; produce a fallacy 
fallacy 
testing; trial (1714) 
make trial (17154) 
art of making trial (17154, 172721, 172731) 
conviction; trustworthiness; proof (10353) 
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mObaves convincing 
moaywateta study; treatise 
mooBhnua problem 
mooBdadiew make a problem of 
MOOTAGIS premiss 
mootetvew hold out [a premiss] 
mOdOEGIs goal (100) 
RUDOWL case; inflected form (see 114°33 ff.) 
nuvOavecdat get answers 
onuaivew signify 
onéwie examination 
otéQnots privation (cf. &i) 
otowyetov element 
ovidoyionds deduction 
ovddoyitecbat deduce 
ovuBaivew result; happen; accompany 
ovuBeBnxds accident 
ouunégaopa conclusion 
OVVaVULOS univocal 
OvotoLyos co-ordinate (see 114°27ff.) 
Takis arrangement 
Tattecbat arrange 
vi ott what it is 
év t@ ti éow in the what-it-is (of predication) 
ui nv iva what-it-is (essence) 
webévat concede; suppose 
TOROS location (of an argument) 
TOOMOS form; way 
THOS outline 
TORY in outline 
bnéyew Adyov submit to argument (i.e. play the answerer) 
DNOGEOIG assumption 
guooddnua (see 162715) 
piooogia philosophy 
gvatnds scientific (10524) 
pevdoyoagety draw fake diagrams (101710, 1572, 160°36) 
wevdoyodgonua fake diagram (17112, 14) 
pevdoyedgos fake-diagrammer (171537, 172710, >2) 


Alexander (of Aphrodisias) 


In Topicorum 
§.21-6 
126,.14-16 
126.17-20 
126,.20-3 


Aristotle 
Categories 

I 

2 

I*t 

I*I-15 

3, 1516-17 

4 

125-7 

5 

4710-11 
g?1g—21 

10, 1226-37 
De Interpretatione 
7 

10 

Analytics 


Analytica Priora 


I 


Lx 

L1 

2419-22 
24°24-6 
24°10 
24>10-12 
24°18-20 
L.1-22 

1.23, 40°35-6 


XXV 
XXV 
XXV 
XXV 


119 

XXXiii, 35, 
37, 58, 
143-6, 
184 

xi, Xxii, 
XXXIV, 
68, 74, 
106, 151 

58, 106, 
153, 162 
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INDEX LOCORUM 


1.26 

127-8 

1.29 

45°25°11 
45°15-20 

1.30 

46228-30 
46°3-4 

1.31 

1.32, 47°33-5 
1.35 

1.39 

1.41, 49°33-50°4 
1.44 

50°29-38 
50°32-8 

IL.2, 53°16-20 
Il.2-4 

I1.8-1o 

IL.11, 61*18-27 
IL.11-13 

11.14, 62538-63521 
11.15, 64736->7 
11.16 

11.17 

65°13-16 
65°13-40 
6671-15 

IL.19, 66725-32 
H1.23 

68°8-14 
68°13-14 
IL.23-4 

11.25 
Analytica Posteriora 


L.1 86 
qI*5-11 
718-9 
71°29, 31 
71°18-19 
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xvi, 44, 47, 
51, 54, 
124 


INDEX LOCORUM 


Analytica Posteriora (cont.): 


1.2 
72°16-18 
72°25-°4 


75°38-°20 
75°41-2 

1.9, 76°4-15 
L.10, 76°14-15 
1.12, 78*6-13 
1.13 

1.18 

I.19-22 

1.22 

83°21, >16 
84°7-8 
84>1-2 

1.24, 86°22 
1.26 

1.29 

1.32, 88719 


IL.8-10 

11.4, 91°5-6 
IL.7, 92°5-8 
IL.8, 93715 
IL.10, 93°30-1 
IL13 

IL19 


Topica 

L1 

100°25~7 
100°23-5 
10026-10141 
IOI°5~17 
101*18—24 
12 

101°33 


110 


gI 

60 

150 

xvii, 52, 
85, 86, 
117 


xxii, 143 


I01°36—>4 
14 
101°TI-13 
ror1>r1—25 
1013 7-36 
1o1>r8-19 
101°29-33 
1.4-5 

1.5 
101°38-10242 
10273 1-2 


103°20-3 
103°36-9 
103°39—1042 
L1o 

].10-12 

L1z 

104°1—5 
104°33-5 
104°34-6 
L312 

1.13 

1.13-18 

1.14 

105§°23 
105°31-7 
1.16 

1.18 
108°7-12 
108°g—12 
108°I0-11 
108°32, 33 
IL.2, 109734-5 
11.3, 110°5 
IL5 
T11>32-112°15 
11 1°38 

IE.6, 112725, 27 
11.7 

11371-8 

IL8 
113°27-8 
113°27-34 
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77 


IL8—-11 

IL.10, 114226-°5 

IIl.10—11, 
114°25-115°IO 

II-VI 


IiL1-3 

IV.2 

IV.5 

IV.6 

12820-9 
128#23-6 

V.I_ 129°29-31 
VI6 

143°3-I0 
143°8 
144?17-22 
VIL1 

VIL3 
153°17-22 
153°24-5 
153°25-35 
VI.4, 154912-15 
VILS5 

Vill 


VIIL1 
1§5°4-7 
155°20-8 
155°29-33 
155°29-156°22 
155°37 
156°3-7 
156*4-6 
156°13-15 
156°39 
15§6°10-17 
157*I-5 
VIIL2 

157° 18-33 
157°34-°33 
VIL3 
158*31-°4 
158°3 I-159?2 


INDEX LOCORUM 


93 
XXXil 


XXXiii 

XXIV, 43, 
77, 88, 
103, 
156, 160 


86 


VITI.3-5 

VIIi.5, 159°25-36 
VII.7 

VIIL8 

160°6—-10 
VIII.10, 160°23-9 
VITLa1 

161724-8 
161°29-36 


VIII.12, 162°24-30 


VIII.13 
VITI.14 


163°32-16472 
164712-16 


De Sophisticis Elenchis 


I 

164°27-165°2 

165*2-3 

165713-17 

2 

165°3~4 

165°4-7 

165°7-8 

4, 166°35 

§, 167°21-36 

6, 168921-2 

8 

169°23-9 

9 

170°8-II 

10 

IO-1I, 171°28—12, 
172°21-36 

Ir 


171°3-12 
15, 174°25-6 


34 

183°37-6 
1836-8 
183°36-18472 
Physica 

1.7, 190°34 
VL, 115°5 
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105, 141 
120, 121, 
150 

92 
116 
44, 51 
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Physica (cont.): 


De Caelo 144 
1.10 
279°33 46 
280°6 43 
IL.1, 283°30 46 
11.4, 287°31 46 
De Generatione et Corruptione 
1.2, 316*5-10 xix 
13, 317°9 76 
1.6, 323°26 43 
Meteorologica 
IL.9, 369°24-5 184 
II.2, 372732 46 
TID.5, 376°14 185 
De Anima 
1.5, 409°22 43 
TIL.3, 427°19 160 
De Memoria et Reminiscentia 
2, 452°12-16 160 
De Insomniis 
I, 458°20-4 160 
Historia Animalium 
1X.40, 625°13 179 
De Generatione Animalium 
L8, 718736 43 
IL8, 747°27, 748°7-13 91 
TILx, 751°5 179 
Metaphysica 91, 97, 
98 
A 81 
A.I-2 xix, 78 
B 53 
B.2, 997°5-11 105 
B.3 75 
998*25-7 124 
r 53 
T.2 
1004°25-6 55 
1005719-21 105 
T.3, 1005°32~4 105 
T.4, 1006734 60 
T.6, 101176 144 
A 147 
A.3, 1014735—>2 124 
A6 68 


1016718-I9 
1016°35ff. 
A7 


E.2 

1026736 
1026°18-20 
Z.1 

1029°3-12 

Z.4, 1029°4 
Z.7, 1032°15 
K.8, 1064°23-6 
K.12, 10688 
M.2, 107771 
M.4, 107827-30 


Ethica Nicomachea 


I (definition of 
happiness) 

1.4, 1095°33 

1.6 


1096719-23 
1096723 
109623-9 
1096734~—>2 
1.7, 1098*20-4 
IIL.x0, 1117°35 
IV.1, 112073 
VI 


VI.3 

1139°26-35 
1139°27-9 

VI.13 

VIL4 

1145°I~7 
1145°2~7 

Ethica Eudemea 
1.6 

1216°28-35 
1216°28-30 

L8, 1217°28 

11.3 

11.4, 122273 
TIL1, 1228°28 
Politica 

IV.4, 1290°29-34 
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TV.12, 1297°10 
VEL1I, 1316°39 
Rhetorica 
I-H 

L1 

1354°13 
1355°27-9 
L2 

1356#25~-7 
1356°25-°37 
1356°35~>4 
1356°I4-15 
1356°16-18 
1356°21-3 

I 


5 

11.7, 1385°5 

11.13, 1390°9 
I1.20, 1393224-5 
11.23 

11.25, 1403°17-18 
TIL9, 1409°4-8 
TH.14, 141573-4 
TiL.14, 1415*17-18 
TIE.18, 1419?20->2 
Poetics 
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117 
185 


155 


46 
51 


115 
115, 116 


147 


1449°24-8 


Choirilos (of Samos) 


Persica 


Euclid 
Elements 


Hippocrates 
On Diseases 2.33 


Menander 
Duskolos 


Plato 
Euthydemus 
Philebus 
Republic 
HIE, 401A5-7 
Vil, 537-9 


Porphyry 


xii 


115-16 


Xvi, 124, 
127 


181 


135 
xiv, 48, 66 
140 


185 
xiv 


xi 


Rhetorica ad Herennium 
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Boldface numbers indicate pages in the translation, including the translated 
excerpts. All other arabic numbers indicate pages in the commentary. 


Academy, Academic Xi, xvi, xxv, 
XXX, 51, 58, 63, 129, 145 
acceptable (endoxos) xxiii-xxiv, I, 
9, 10, 29-30, 42, 77, 78, 80, 82, 
go, 130-1, 148 
accident (sumbebékos) 3, §, 57, 
64-6 
Ackrill, J. L. vii, 75 
adverbs in -6s 97 
Alexander of Aphrodisias xxv, 
Xxxi, 59, 69, 92, 96, 98, 100-1, 
106, 109, III, 115, 132, 142, 
144, 148, 149, 150, 152, 162, 
183-4 
ambiguous terms 133-4 
analysis III, 123 
anger 22, I12 
Antiphon 174 
Antisthenes ro 
assumption (hupothesis) 
answerer’s role 28-32, 128-38 
aporeme (aporéma) 144 
appearances 52, 82 
appropriate (premisses) I11 
argument (logos); see also 
deduction 
contentious 4, 128-9, 148 
dialectical as question/answer 
xiil 
dialectical vs. demonstrative 
104, 109 
from an assumption 19, 102, 
171-2 
geometrical 148 
long 122 
powerful 162 
rhetorical 128-9 
sophistical xv, 148 
testing 128-9, 139 


through impossible 119-21 
unsound 48 
argument form xxvi 
arithmetic 39 
arrangement (taxis) 20, 104 
art of making trial 54-5, 173, 175 
asking for the conclusion 151 
asking for the initial thing 141, 
150 
assumption (Aupothesis) 19, 26, 
125 
deduction from 19 
= ‘premiss’ 26, 125 
attack (epicheirein) 51, 114, 125, 
= ‘attempt’ 125 
audience 122 
Avertroes xii 


Barnes, Jonathan 182, 184 

begging the question 105; cf. 141, 
150; see also asking for the 
initial thing 

being (einai) 71 

Boethius 59, 182, 185 

Bolton, Robert vii, 55, 129, 131 

bring in (epagein) 102; see 
induction 

Brunschwig, Jacques vii, xxxv, 
56, 77, 83, 88, 90, 92, 129, 
179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 
185 

Bryson 173, 174 

bulk (of arguments) 106-7 

Burnyeat, Miles xix, 154 


cantankerousness, cantankerous 
answerers 23, 31-2, 33, I14, 
135-6, 138, 139, 140 

case (ptosis) xxxi, xxxii, 161, 166 
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categories xxx, 8, 15, 59, 74-6, 90, 


change minds (metabibazein) 2, 
34, 52, 140 

Choirilos 23, 115-16 

Cicero 160 

claim (axiéma, axioun) 19, 20, 21, 
37, 102, 105-6, 125, 151 

clarity (saphéneia) 18, 115 

Clemens, Samuel 69 

Code, Alan 99 

coercive 86-7 

coherence theorist 145 

collection and division 115 

Colli, Giorgio 179, 182 

common things 162 

complex 98 

computer programmers 158 

concealment 20, 21, 23, 39, 104, 
106, 107, 108, 110, III, 113 

contentious reasoner 133 

contradictories 10, 96 

contraries xxxi, 9, 14-15, 20, 27, 
34, 79, 80, 93, 94-6, 165 

asking for 38 

converting (antistrephein) 38, 
120-1, 153, 168-9 

co-ordinates (sustoicha) xxxi, 
XXXll, 112, 161, 166, 170 

count term 70 

counterattack (antepicheirein) 
135 

counter-examples 116, 117-18 

counterpredication 
(antikatégoreisthai) 4, 7-8, 61, 
65 

criticism (epitimesis) 27, 33-6, 126, 
138-141, 146 


deception, in dialectic 114 
deduction xxii, 1-2, 7, IT, 21, 43- 
4, 108, 119, 121, 162, 173 

and induction 43 
complete/incomplete 108 
contentious I, 47-9 
forms (moods) 153 


definition of 143 
dialectical 1, 34, 44 
dialectical, contentious 1 
direct 119 
from impossible 121 
syllogistic 162 
definition xxv, 3, 4, 57, 60, 61, 112, 
123, 159 
definitory 4, 6, 61, 67 
demonstration (apodeixis) xvi-xx, 
I, 35, 44, 45-6, 78, 84, 106-7, 
144, 
demonstrative science 107, 109, 
124 
description, definite 67 
development, Aristotle’s 121, 150- 
I 
devise questions 
(er6tématizein) 20, 145 
dialectic, dialectical 
common goal (of dialectical 
exchange) 140, 163 
dialectical art xii, 155 
dialectical deduction 1, 
dialectical meetings 29 
dialectical person 40, 163, 173 
dialectical premiss 9~x0, 26, 
77-9, 122, 148 
dialectical problem 10~11, 77, 
80-3 
gymnastic 131, 152 
uses of dialectical method 2-3, 
51-4, 153 
dialectician 40, 175 
differences, finding 17, 87, 99-101 
differentiae xxx, 57, 73, 74 
difficulties (aporiai) 49, 52 
Diogenes (of Sinope) 58 
dirty fighting (adikomachia) xvi, 
173 
disgraceful (adoxos) 136 
disposition 154 
dividing at the joints 111 
division 107, 115 
Platonic 23, 115, 184 
draw (graphein) =‘prove’ 49 
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education (moral vs. 
scientific) 154-5 
elements (geometrical) 124, 157, 
158 
embellishment (Kosmos) 107, 115 
Empedocles 12 
encounters 2, 51 
enthymemes 40 
enumeration 161 
equipped to deal with 
(euporein) 77 
equivocal 94-5 
eristic xili-xiv, IOI; see 
also contentious 
essence 60; see what-it-is-to-be 
essential, see what-it-is 
ethical (premisses) 12-13, 81, 90-1 
example, argument from 113 
exercise 2, 28, 38 


fake diagrammer 
(pseudographos) 2, 23, 32, 50, 
114, 138, £74, 175 

fallacies 2, 18, 48, 137, 175 

fallaciously conclude 
(paralogizesthai) 49, 112 

false (of arguments) 147-9 

false cause 136, 150 

false-drawer, see fake-diagrammer 

fault (hamartéma) 149 

fine (kalon) 94-5 

first philosophy 91 

first principles 109 

focal meaning 99, 95 


Geach, Peter 58 

genus (genos) 3, 5, 16, 57, 73, 74, 
102 

genus-like (genikon) 6, 64 

geometers, geometry 2, 34, 39, 80, 
123, 174 

geometrical proof 49 

geometrical theorems 124 

get answers (punthanesthai) 114 

Gorgias 177 

gymnastic xx-xxiii, 105, 139 


habituation xiv, 83-4, 

Hamlyn, D. M. 82 

happiness, definition 156 

hard to deal with 
(dusepicheirétos) 123, 126 

harmonics, numerical 15 

Heraclitus xxiv, 10, 30, 132 

Herminus 142 

Hippocrates 173 

Homer 23, 115, 116 

homonyny 95 

hoodwink (parakrouesthai) 117 


Ideas, Platonic 95, 97, 145 


immediate (amesos) 45-7 

impossible, argument through 
the 150 

initial thing (thesis) 105, 111 

indefinite (statements) 119, 172 

index locations 157 

induction, inductive arguments 
XXli, 7, IX, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 
24, 40, 43, 72, 84-7, 92, 101-2, 
106, 109-10, 115, I16-17, 163, 
165 

inference, common 155 

inference, rules of 156-7 

inference, specific 155 

infinite regress 46 

inflection, inflected form 
(ptosis) 15, 93, 97 

inquiry (and dialectic) 29, 81-2 

insensible (anaisthétos) 96 

instruction and dialectical 
arguments 127-8 

instruments (of dialectic) 92 

Irwin, Terence xviii, 52, 53, 82 


judges (of dialectical 
exchanges) 113, 122 
Judson, Lindsay vii 


Kansas State University vii 
Kirwan, Christopher 83 
Kneale, Martha and William 58 
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Knorr, Wilbur 127 Nussbaum, Martha C. 82 

knowledge, theoretical 154 

Kosman, Aryeh xix, 154 objection (enstasis) 22, 24, 33, 112, 
117-18, 118-19, 121, 166, 169 

law 42 obvious (arguments) 146-7 

law courts, Athenian 138 opposites (antitheseis, 

lead (epagein) 128 antikeimena) xxxi, 93, 160 

lead away (apagein) 127 opposite premisses 150 

legal penalties 138 original conclusion (to en 

literate (grammatikos) 62, 83 archéi) 141 


location (topos) xxiv-xxviii, 19,20, Owen, G. E. L. vii, 52, 53, 82, 99 
87, 103, 153, 155-61, 167-8 


logic 91 paradox, paradoxical 
logical (logikos) xxiv, xxxiv, 12- (paradoxos) 78, 84, 175 
13, 81, 88, 90-1, 92, 149 Parmenides xiv, 66 
logical form xxiv, 157 per se predication 63 
logical truth/falsehood 89, 120, perception 11, 21, 83-4, 87 
142 Peripatetics 92 
logical theory 121 philosopheme 144 
philosopher 20, 104 
Maguinness, W. S. 181 philosophical inquiry 129, 132 
many ways (pollachdés) 94 philosophical method and 
mass terms 69-70 dialectic xi 
mathematics (Greek) 120, 123 philosophical sciences 2, 52 
mathematical proof xvi Pickard-Cambridge, W. 179 
meanings 88 Plato xi, xii, xxx, 84, 99, 115 
medicine 3 concept of dialectic 115, 163 
Melissus 10 dialogues 78, 129 
memorization 155, 157, 158, 162, example 64, 137 
164 Platonic metaphysics 145 
place-memory system 160-1 plausibilityimplausibility 144 
metaphorical use 27 pleasant by nature 154 
method 1, 3, 6, 41 Porphyry xi, 57, 63 
single universal 68 practical vs. theoretical 
Middle Ages 55 wisdom 81, 91 
mnemonic systems xxvii, 160 practice 152 
moral virtue 154 and inquiry 128-9 
more and less Xxxii-xxxili, 66, 93, Prantl, Carl 180 
99, 161, 167-8, 169-71 predicables xi, xxvili-xxx, 57, 63-4, 
multiplication table 39, 157-8 72-3, 74; see also 3, 4-5, 6 
musician 83 predicate, predication xxxix, 57-8, 
59 
naturally gifted (euphues) 39,154  premisses xxix, 3-4, 7, 9-12, 26, 
necessary premisses 20, 21, 106, 56-7, 59, 77-9 
108-10, 147 appropriate 148 
negation XXXi-xxxii, 79, 93, 165 collecting 12-13, 89-90 
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premisses (cont): 
common 98, 155, 156, 157, 159 
conflicting 152 
deductive 59 
dialectical 78-9 
dialectical, def. 9, 26, cf. 119 
epistemic qualities of 104 
obtaining 87 
relevant 133 
superfluous 146 
principles 28, 84, 85, 149, 155 
non-propositional 124 
scientific 77 
privation (szterésis) xxxi-xxxii, 15, 
93, 96, 165-6 
problem (probléma) xxxix, 1, 3-4, 
56-7, 59, 77, 80, 81, 105 
kind of 74 
dialectical 10-11 
productive arts 91 
proof 45,72 
property (cf. unique property) 
62 


puzzles (aporiai) xv, xviii, 77, 81, 


153 
Pythagorean (music theorists) 98 


questioner and answerer xx-xxiii 


rambling (adoleschein) 26, 123 
reciprocal subtraction 
(antanhairesis) 126-7, fig. 3 
reductio ad absurdum 120 
refutation 87 
definition of 130 
Socratic 108, 129, 139-40 
relatives (pros ti) xxxi-xxxii, 97, 
166 
relativism, validity- 150 
relevance logic 136 
rhetoric 3, 40, 55, 155-6 
rhetorical treatises 177 
right (dikaion) 118 
Ross, W. D. (Sir David) xxxv, 
180-6 passim 
Ryle, Gilbert 129 


said in many ways 92-9 
said of 88-9 
same 6~7, 68-72 
sameness 93-4 
same thing twice, saying 123 
scientific 12-13, 
premisses 12, 81, 90-1 
accounts 156 
self-contradictory 120 
shoe-making 177 
similarities, study of 17-18, 100 
argument from 22 
standing off (aphistasthai) 109-10 
Smith, Robin 121 
Socrates 7, 32, 54, 85, 176 
as example 64, 67, 137 
examination 108 
Socratic dialectic xiv 
style of interrogation xiii 
Solmsen, Friedrich 160 
solve (an argument) 137 
sophistical device 127 
sophists 101, 174 
Sorabji, Richard 160 
species 63, 69 
species (rhetorical) 155-6 
specific differentia 63, 74, 100 
standing off 21, 108, 109, 112, 113, 
161-2 
starting-points 2, 47, 54, 123, 125, 
159, I61, 164 
starting-points, common 91, 98 
Stoics 91, 92, 105 
stuffs 70 
subject matter (of dialectic) 148 
substance 3, 66 
syllogism, see deduction 
categorical 42 
syllogistic I1I, 121, 125, 143, 162 


tables (diagraphai) xxiii, 12, 90 

Teisias 177 

testing art (peirastike) 28, 29, 54— 
5, 132 

Theodorus 177 

Theophrastos xxv 
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Thrasymachus 177 

theoretical wisdom 81, 92 

thesis (thesis) 10-11, 27, 29-31, 33, 
38, 82, 83, 105 

thicken an argument 
(Katapuknousthai) 109 

tools of dialectic 11-12, 77, 87, 
100-3 

topos, see location 

tragedy, Greek (definition in 
Aristotle) xii 

treatise (pragmateia) 41 

Tricot 116 

true (of argument) 147-8, 149 

true and primary 1, 46 

trustworthiness 1, 46 

Twain, Mark 69 


unique property (idion) 3, 4-5, 57, 
61-2, 67 

universals 85, 113 

univocal 95 


validity and invalidity xxxiii 
verbs 97 
Verdenius, J. 181 


Waitz, Theodor 181 

Wallies, Max 183, 185 

water-clock 138 

what-it-is (ti esti) 5, 7~8, 19, 62-3, 
65, 73, 75> 76 

what-it-is-to-be (ti én einai) 4, 7-8, 
60 

wisdom, theoretical 154 

wonder (as source of 
philosophy) 81 

written works 12, 90 


Xerxes 116 
Young, Charles M. vii 


Zeno (of Elea) xiv, 31, 49, 53, 136 
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